








































In	 order	 to	 justify	 using	metaphors	 and	 images	 in	 sermons	 I	 show	 that	
biblical	 revelation	abounds	with	 images	because	God	 revealed	himself	 creating	
people	in	his	image,	that	Christ	is	the	perfect	image	of	the	Father,	and	the	Holy	
Spirit	conforms	us	to	the	image	of	Christ.		




	 Finally,	 the	 thesis	 shows	 the	practical	 implications	of	 applying	Cognitive	
Linguistics	 to	 preaching	 which	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 proposed	 methodology	 of	
reworking	existing	biblical	metaphors	and	creating	new	metaphors	 that	convey	
the	meaning	of	biblical	 texts	that	might	be	non-metaphorical.	The	whole	thesis	



















thesis	 was	 undertaken	 collaboratively,	 the	 nature	 and	 extent	 of	 my	 individual	
contribution	has	been	made	explicit.		
	
	 	 	 	 14th	December,	2018		
_______________________	 	 	 	 	 _______________	

















































































































































































































































































































God	 is	 unseen	and	 invisible,	 and	 the	only	way	preachers	 can	 talk	 about	him	 is	
because	 of	 his	 self-revelation,	 which	 on	 many	 occasions	 takes	 the	 form	 of	
metaphors	 and	 images.	 Many	 abstract	 biblical	 concepts	 are	 presented	 in	 the	
form	 of	 concrete	 images	 and	 metaphors.	 Consequently,	 preachers	 as	
communicators	of	God’s	Word	are	faced	with	a	challenge	of	seeing	the	unseen	
and	 showing	 the	 unseen	 to	 others	 by	 helping	 them	 to	 see.	 This	 research	 is	
motivated	by	a	goal	of	helping	preachers	to	employ	Cognitive	Linguistics	in	order	








study:	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 that	 is	 a	 secular	 and	 pragmatic	 science,	 Christian	
theology	that	is	a	normative	science,	hermeneutics	that	is	a	theory	and	a	method	
of	 interpretation,	 and	 homiletics,	 which	 is	 a	 theory	 and	 a	 method	 of	
communicating	biblical	 texts	 to	 the	 contemporary	 listeners	 and	belongs	 to	 the	
realm	 of	 practical	 theology.	 This	 research	 is	 conducted	 from	 a	 broadly	
understood	 evangelical	 perspective	 in	 the	 Western	 culture.	 Thus,	 homiletical	
scholars	 referred	 to	 in	 this	 study	 represent	 various	 currents	 of	 an	 evangelical	
movement	including	mainline	Protestant	churches.		







key	 commitments’,	 which	 are	 the	 Generalization	 Commitment	 and	 Cognitive	
Commitment. 3 	The	 Generalization	 Commitment	 seeks	 to	 ‘locate	 general	
principles	 applicable	 to	 all	 areas	 of	 language’.4	The	 Cognitive	 Commitment	 is	
based	on	the	assumption	that	 language	does	not	 function	 in	 isolation,	but	 ‘the	
general	principles	of	linguistic	structure	should	be	in	accord	with	what	we	know	
about	the	mind	and	brain	from	a	range	of	disciplines’.5	It	means	that	cognitivists	
intend	 to	 integrate	 knowledge	 about	 language,	 perception,	 and	
conceptualization	 of	 the	 world,	 neuroscience,	 and	 other	 areas	 of	 study	 into	 a	
coherent	system	to	understand	how	people	conceptualize	the	world	and	express	
it	in	language.6			
Therefore,	 this	 research	 is	 interdisciplinary	 in	 its	 character	 since	 it	

















to	 the	 group	 of	 theories	 that	 adhere	 to	 commitments	 presented	 above	 as	 opposed	 to	
uncapitalized	cognitive	 linguistics	that	refers	to	wider	spectrum	of	cognitive	sciences	that	focus	
on	 a	 broader	 study	 of	 language	 and	 its	 cognitive	 aspects.	 See	 Dirk	 Geeraerts,	 ‘Introduction:	 A	









our	 perception	 of	 the	 world	 and	 conceptualization	 are	 shaped	 greatly	 by	 our	
senses	 and	 bodily	 experiences.	 Thus,	 the	 only	 perspective	 that	 is	 accessible	 to	
human	beings	is	limited	to	their	embodied	minds.		
Second,	 ‘human	thought	 is	mostly	unconscious’	which	means	that	these	
processes	 of	 perception	 and	 conceptualization	 often	 do	 not	 require	 any	
intentional	mental	 effort.8	As	 opposed	 to	more	 traditional	 views	 of	metaphors	
that	perceived	them	as	expressions	of	artistic	talent	and	conscious	efforts,	Lakoff	
and	 Johnson	 argue	 that	 people	 use	 metaphors	 naturally	 and	 often	
unconsciously. 9 	Using	 the	 non-invasive	 recording	 of	 event-related	 brain	
potentials	 (ERPs),	 Seana	 Coulson	 proved	 the	 fact	 that	 metaphors	 are	
comprehended	in	the	real-time,	which	means	that	humans	need	the	same	time	
to	 process	 metaphorical	 and	 non-metaphorical	 language. 10 	Metaphorical	
thought	 processes	 taking	 place	 in	 human	 minds	 seem	 to	 be	 an	 unconscious,	
natural,	and	ubiquitous	part	of	a	human	system	of	cognition.11		
























shows	 that	 metaphors	 are	 not	 only	 conceptual	 in	 nature,	 but	 they	 are	 also	
grounded	 in	 human	 experience.	 Therefore,	 metaphorical	 thinking	 becomes	 a	
dominant	way	of	expressing	our	abstract	thinking	and	as	such	 it	 is	unavoidable	
and	pervasive	in	language.	Consequently,	Lakoff	and	Johnson	argue	that	abstract	
concepts	 ‘have	 a	 literal	 core	 but	 are	 extended	 by	 metaphors,	 often	 by	 many	
mutually	 inconsistent	 metaphors’. 12 	They	 claim	 that	 metaphors	 make	 these	
abstract	 concepts	 complete	 as	 notions	 of	 madness,	 union,	 and	 nurturance	
complete	 the	 concept	 of	 love. 13 	Thus,	 metaphors	 are	 not	 simply	 linguistic	
phenomena,	 but	 they	 are	 cognitive	 in	 nature,	 because	 they	 embody	 our	
experience	and	understanding	of	the	surrounding	reality.			
Fourth,	even	though	meaning	 is	encyclopaedic	 in	nature	 it	 is	 ‘integrated	
with	other	cognitive	processes’	and	 ‘grounded	 in	usage	and	experience’.14	Even	
though	 words	 have	 their	 dictionary	 meanings	 they	 also	 evoke	 mental	 and	
emotional	 associations,	 and	 access	 knowledge	 accumulated	 through	 learning	
and	experience.		
Thus,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 views	 humans	 holistically	 and	 gives	 insights	
into	their	cognitive	processes	of	conceptualizing	the	world.	Within	a	broad	scope	
of	Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 in	 this	 research	 I	 engage	with	 various	 theories	 such	as	
conceptual	 metaphor	 theory,	 a	 theory	 of	 categories	 and	 prototypes,	 image	
schema	theory,	frame	theory,	conceptual	blending	theory,	and	others.		
While	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 theology,	 hermeneutics,	 and	
preaching,	it	is	necessary	to	identify	both	its	limitations	and	advantages.	Thus,	I	




to	 explain	 the	 basic	 assumptions	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 but	 to	 show	 the	









human	 conceptualization	 with	 a	 purpose	 of	 applying	 this	 theory	 to	 biblical	
interpretation	and	ultimately	to	preaching.		
Speaking	of	 limitations,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 as	 a	 secular	 and	pragmatic	
science	 is	 anthropocentric	 in	 its	 character.	 It	 is	 focused	 on	 analysis	 of	 human	
thinking	 and	 communication	 that	 is	 based	 on	 observable	 phenomena	 such	 as	
ways	 people	 conceptualize	 the	 world	 and	 use	 language	 in	 the	 process	 of	
communication.	It	is	not	concerned	with	the	notions	of	the	existence	of	God,	the	
absolute	 truth	 or	 transcendence,	 since	 these	 notions	 are	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	
this	 pragmatic	 approach.	 Consequently,	 as	 it	 will	 be	 discussed	 in	 the	 first	
chapter,	 some	 of	 its	 adherents	 argue	 against	 the	 idea	 of	 existence	 of	 any	 all-




that	 make	 it	 a	 critical	 tool	 in	 discussing	 theology,	 biblical	 interpretation,	 and	
communication	of	the	Scripture.	Cognitive	Linguistics	changes	our	understanding	
of	 language	 and	 communication.	 It	 helps	 us	 to	 understand	 the	 mechanisms	
behind	conceptualization	of	theological	concepts.		
Furthermore,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 supports	 the	 assertions	 of	 theology	
regarding	the	importance	of	the	Incarnation	as	an	act	of	communication	because	
it	stresses	the	gravity	of	the	idea	of	embodiment	for	human	conceptualization	of	
the	 world	 and	 communication. 15 	The	 Incarnation	 of	 God	 enabled	 us	 to	
understand	 him	 better,	 to	 communicate	 with	 him,	 and	 to	 enter	 into	 a	
relationship	with	him.	The	idea	of	embodiment	from	the	perspective	of	Cognitive	












holistic	 and	 comprehensive	 approach	 to	 metaphors	 and	 images	 because	 its	
scope	of	research	extends	beyond	just	 literary	study	and	linguistics.	Conceptual	
metaphor	 theory	 as	 a	 part	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 allows	 describing	 biblical	
metaphors	 in	 the	 context	of	human	cognitive	processes	because	 it	 argues	 that	
metaphors	are	not	just	a	matter	of	words,	sentences,	or	even	discourse,	but	they	
are	a	matter	of	concepts	and	thoughts.		
Cognitive	Linguistics	gives	vital	 tools	 for	 thinking	about	and	 interpreting	




back	 together	 placing	 them	 in	 the	 coherent	 process	 of	 communication	 and	
stressing	the	value	of	each	of	them.		
As	 far	 as	 homiletics	 is	 concerned,	 the	 act	 of	 communication	 is	 a	
phenomenon	that	can	be	better	understood	and	analysed	from	the	perspective	
of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 since	 it	 helps	 us	 to	 appreciate	 more	 fully	 than	 other,	
traditional	 theories	 the	 complexity	 of	 human	 conceptualization	 and	
communication	 that	 is	 shaped	 by	 our	 embodiment,	 experiences,	 and	 cultural	
universality	 and	 variation.	 Since	 communication	 is	 an	 encounter	 of	 the	minds,	
Cognitive	Linguistics	gives	preachers	 tools	 for	better	understanding	the	context	
of	the	implied	author	and	analogically	the	context	of	the	contemporary	listener.		
It	 also	 enhances	 our	methodology	 of	 developing	 sermon	 application.	 It	
has	been	maintained	by	some	scholars	that	morality	is	about	setting	principles	of	
behaviour.	Cognitive	Linguistics	challenges	this	idea	and	supports	the	claim	that	
human	 morality	 is	 not	 rule	 based	 but	 prototype	 based.	 Prototype	 based	
application	 in	 preaching	 instead	 of	 focusing	 on	 rules	 of	 behaviour,	 seeks	 to	
create	mental	models	to	follow	and	Christ	is	perceived	as	the	most	important	of	
our	prototypes.		
Applying	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 to	 homiletics	 makes	 the	 whole	
endeavour	 of	 communicating	 biblical	metaphors	much	more	 systematized	 and	














Understanding	 basic	 assumptions	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 shows	 its	
potential	 in	 terms	 of	 applying	 this	 theory	 to	 preaching.	 In	 order	 to	 preach	
effectively,	 preachers	 should	 understand	 how	 people	 conceptualize	 the	 world	
around	and	how	this	conceptualization	is	expressed	in	language.	Moreover,	they	
can	benefit	greatly	from	learning	key	principles	of	applying	this	theory	to	analysis	
and	 preaching	 of	 biblical	 texts	 and	 biblical	 metaphors,	 which	 may	 result	 in	
creating	 new	 metaphors	 when	 appropriate.	 Therefore,	 my	 main	 research	
question	 is:	How	can	Cognitive	Linguistics	as	placed	 in	a	 theological	 context	be	
productive	in	biblical	preaching	that	employs	metaphors	and	images	and	seeks	to	






This	 research	 question	 became	 even	 more	 vital	 and	 relevant	 after	 I	
analysed	the	state	of	research	on	the	subject	of	employing	Cognitive	Linguistics	
in	 preaching.	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 is	 a	 growing	 area	 of	 study	 and	 numerous	
books	and	articles	have	been	devoted	 to	 this	 subject.	George	 Lakoff	 and	Mark	
Johnson	belong	to	the	pioneers	and	the	most	prominent	proponents	of	this	area	
of	 study.	 Their	 most	 known	 book	 Metaphors	 We	 Live	 By	 prompted	 more	








Cool	 Reason	 Lakoff	 and	 Turner	 applied	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 to	 poetic	
texts.18	In	 his	 book	 The	 Body	 in	 the	 Mind	 Mark	 Johnson	 elaborated	 on	 the	
embodied	 nature	 of	 a	 human	 conceptual	 system.19	At	 the	 same	 time	 further	
research	 was	 conducted	 and	 showed	 that	 metaphors	 describing	 different	
emotions	such	as	anger	are	conceptualized	in	a	similar	fashion	in	various	cultures	
and	 these	 conceptualizations	 have	 experiential	 bases	 rooted	 in	 human	
physiology.	 Zoltán	 Kövecses	 devoted	 a	 lot	 of	 his	 attention	 to	 studying	 both	
emotions	and	cultural	variations	of	metaphors.20		
Research	on	mental	 spaces,	which	are	mental	 constructs	organizing	our	
knowledge,	was	 initiated	 in	1977	and	 its	 first	 findings	were	captured	 in	Mental	
Spaces	 by	Gilles	 Fauconnier,	 Eve	 Sweetser	 and	George	 Lakoff.21	This	 study	was	
continued	 by	 John	 Dinsmore	 who	 focused	 on	 applying	 mental	 spaces	 to	 such	
language	 phenomena	 as	 tense	 and	 viewpoint.22 	Michelle	 Cutrer	 worked	 on	
mental	spaces	in	a	context	of	time	and	tense	in	narratives.23	In	the	1990’s,	on	the	

























metaphor	 theory,	 Fauconnier	 and	 Turner	 started	 their	 research	 on	 conceptual	
blending.	 At	 that	 time	 several	 studies	 on	 this	 subject	 were	 published	 such	 as	
‘Blending	 and	Metaphor’	 by	 Grady,	 Oakley,	 and	 Coulson.24	In	 1997	 Fauconnier	
published	Mappings	 in	 Thought	 and	 Language.25	One	 of	 the	 most	 important	
publications	on	the	subject	is	Fauconnier	and	Turner’s	book	The	Way	We	Think.26	
Eve	 Sweetser	 applied	 conceptual	 blending	 theory	 to	 her	 analysis	 of	
performativity	in	language	with	a	special	emphasis	on	religious	language.27	Seana	
Coulson	developed	ERP	techniques	to	provide	empirical	evidence	for	theoretical	
research	 on	 conceptual	 blends.	 Coulson	 also	 worked	 on	 concepts	 of	 frame	
shifting	 and	 blending	 in	 developing	 new	 ideas	 and	 construction	 of	 meaning.28	
Fauconnier	and	Turner	also	applied	this	theory	to	an	analysis	of	linguistics’	uses	
of	notions	of	time	and	space.29	
In	 1988	 Feldman	 and	 Lakoff	 began	 their	 studies	 on	 a	 neural	 theory	 of	
language	(NLT)	to	give	further	support	for	the	theory	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	and	
show	 how	 conceptual	 metaphors	 reflect	 neural	 processes	 taking	 place	 in	 a	
human	 brain.	 This	 research	 was	 continued	 by	 Joseph	 Grady,	 Christopher	
Johnson,	 and	Srinivas	Narayanan.	 They	 showed	 that	 all	metaphors,	 even	 those	
complex	 ones,	 come	 from	 primary	metaphors	 that	 originate	 from	 our	 earliest	
sensory-motor	 experiences.	 Narayanan,	 using	 modern	 technologies,	 showed	
how	metaphors	are	processed	in	a	human	neural	system	and	it	led	to	forming	a	
neural	theory	of	metaphor.	Lakoff	presented	his	modified	view	on	metaphors	in	





















Handbook	 of	Metaphor	 and	 Thought.30	In	 the	 same	 collection,	 Fauconnier	 and	
Turner	presented	their	papers	on	blending	and	their	understanding	of	blending	
mechanisms.	 Even	 though	 they	 approached	 the	 subject	 from	 a	 different	




conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 to	 analysing	 biblical	 metaphors	 have	 been	
published.		Earliest	appropriations	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	to	biblical	studies	took	
place	 in	 the	 1990’s	 and	 early	 2000’s.	 Mark	 Zvi	 Brettler	 applied	 Lakoff	 and	
Johnson’s	 metaphor	 theory	 to	 analysing	 Old	 Testament	 texts. 32 	Laurence	
Erussard	 in	 his	 article	 ‘From	 SALT	 to	 SALT:	 Cognitive	 Metaphor	 and	 Religious	
Language’	conducts	a	cognitive	analysis	of	the	biblical	image	of	Christ’s	followers	
being	 the	salt	of	 the	earth.33	Olaf	 Jäkel	while	 revisiting	 the	main	hypotheses	of	
cognitive	metaphor	theory	showed	how	to	apply	it	to	studies	of	religious	texts.34	
Ellen	 van	Wolde	 conducted	 her	 research	 on	 employing	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	
analysis	 of	 the	Old	 Testament	 texts	 as	 seen	 in	 her	 study	 of	 Job.35	In	 2006	 the	
Society	of	Biblical	Literature	initiated	three-year	consultation	on	the	subject	that	

























of	 biblical	 texts,	 emphasizes	 the	 significance	 of	 conducting	 cultural	 studies	 in	
order	 to	 understand	 the	 cognitive	 framework	 of	 the	 original	 audience.37	Yoon-
Man	 Park	 applied	 a	 frame	 theory	 to	 analysis	 of	 the	 Gospel	 of	 Mark.38	Zoltán	
Kövecses	 in	his	numerous	publications	makes	references	 to	 the	Bible	and	gives	
examples	of	how	Cognitive	Linguistics	can	be	utilized	to	study	religious	texts	and	
biblical	concepts.39	Another	 important	example	of	applying	Cognitive	Linguistics	
to	 theology,	 biblical	 interpretation,	 and	 ethics	 is	 John	 Sanders	 and	 his	 book	
Theology	in	the	Flesh.	
However,	when	I	began	studying	homiletical	 literature,	I	discovered	that	
even	 though	 some	 homileticians	 refer	 in	 their	 books	 to	 conceptual	 metaphor	






conceptualization	 of	 surrounding	 reality.	 He	 also	 adopted	 some	 elements	 of	
Lakoff	 and	 Johnson’s	 theory	 in	 order	 to	 develop	 his	 idea	 of	 creating	moves	 of	
consciousness.	However,	his	methodology	draws	 from	various	 sources	and	 is	 a	
combination	of	different	approaches	including	his	own	ideas.	He	does	not	show	
how	 to	 apply	 various	 elements	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 hermeneutics	 and	
homiletics	and	how	they	can	influence	both	our	analysis	of	the	biblical	text	and	

















at	 two	different	 conferences	 of	 the	 Evangelical	Homiletics	 Society	 in	 2002	 and	
2005.	 They	were	 devoted	 to	 interpretation	 and	 preaching	 images,	metaphors,	
and	 finding	 sermon	 illustrations.41	However,	 even	 though	 contributors	 apart	
from	using	very	 traditional	approaches	to	metaphors	also	referred	to	Cognitive	
Linguistics,	 they	 did	 not	 go	 beyond	 just	 summarizing	 conceptual	 metaphors	
theory	as	the	newest	approach	to	metaphors.			
In	 their	 researches,	 Daniel	 Sheard	 and	 Trygve	 David	 Johnson	 refer	 to	
conceptual	metaphor	theory	utilizing	some	of	its	elements,	however,	they	do	not	
show	how	it	can	transform	the	whole	process	of	sermon	preparation	beginning	






Thus,	 while	 analysing	 hermeneutical	 and	 homiletical	 literature	 on	
application	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 biblical	 interpretation	 and	 preaching,	 I	
identified	 an	 uninvestigated	 area	 as	 far	 as	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	
preaching	is	concerned.	There	is	a	need	to	show	in	more	workable	and	accessible	
ways	 how	 utilization	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 can	 influence	 preachers’	


























contribute	 to	 conveying	 meaning	 of	 biblical	 texts	 in	 general	 and	 biblical	
metaphors	in	particular	in	a	form	of	metaphors	in	sermons.	It	means	that	these	
sermons	 not	 only	 take	 into	 consideration	 understanding	 of	 human	 cognition	
processes	that	are	verbalized	in	cognitive	metaphors	and	images,	but	also	reflect	
the	 holistic	 nature	 of	 God’s	 revelation,	 the	 holistic	 nature	 of	 human	 beings	 as	




in	developing	 sermons	 that	 are	 rooted	 in	 a	 cognitive	 view	of	human	beings	 as	
embodied	minds	and	the	nature	of	God’s	 revelation	through	 images	as	seen	 in	
the	act	of	creation	of	people,	written	revelation,	and	the	Incarnation	of	Christ.	I	
also	 show	 how	 the	 idea	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 in	 images	 is	 foundational	 for	
developing	theology	of	preaching	because	it	emphasizes	the	Trinitarian	nature	of	
revelation	 and	 preaching.	 It	 is	 based	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 God	 revealed	 himself	
creating	people	 in	his	 image,	 that	Christ	who	 is	 our	 Saviour	 is	 also	 the	perfect	
image	of	the	Father,	and	the	Holy	Spirit	transforms	us	into	the	image	of	Christ.	As	
preachers	we	have	a	privilege	 to	participate	 in	 this	process	of	 conveying	God’s	
revelation	and	transformation	into	the	image	of	Christ.	
Consequently,	 in	my	thesis	 I	 intend	to	show	that	even	though	Cognitive	
Linguistics	 is	 a	 secular	 science,	 it	 articulates	 many	 assumptions	 of	 traditional	











	 Therefore,	 while	 conducting	 my	 research,	 I	 am	 going	 to	 meet	 the	
following	objectives:	
▪ Provide	 theological	 justification	 of	 using	 metaphors	 and	 images	 in	
sermons	 with	 a	 special	 emphasis	 on	 utilizing	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	
homiletics		
▪ Verbalize	 how	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 can	 be	 productive	 in	 both	 giving	
preachers	 deeper	 understanding	 of	 the	 act	 of	 preaching	 and	 enriching	
their	practice	of	preaching			









▪ Explain	 how	 this	 theory	 can	 be	 utilized	 in	 creating	 new	metaphors	 and	
images	to	convey	the	meaning	of	non-metaphorical	texts	of	the	Bible		
▪ Evaluate	the	usefulness	of	these	findings		






This	 chapter	 is	 divided	 into	 two	 parts.	 In	 the	 first	 part	 I	 provide	 the	
theological	justification	for	utilizing	Cognitive	Linguistics	in	preaching	by	referring	




terms.	 I	 argue	 for	 using	metaphors	 and	 images	 in	 sermons	 by	 referring	 to	 the	
means	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 as	 seen	 in	 the	 creation	 of	 people	 in	 God’s	 image,	
written	 revelation	 that	 includes	metaphors	 and	 images,	 and	 the	 Incarnation	of	
Christ	who	is	the	perfect	 image	of	the	Father.	 I	 intend	to	show	that	the	idea	of	
using	 images	and	metaphors	 in	 sermons	 is	 justified	by	 the	 fact	 that	God	 is	 the	
first	 image-maker	 and	 images	 are	 essential	 means	 of	 his	 self-revelation.	
Moreover,	 I	show	that	Cognitive	Linguistics	 is	a	helpful	tool	 in	analysis	of	God’s	
revelation	and	it	changes	our	perception	of	religious	language.		
The	 second	 part	 of	 this	 chapter	 deals	 with	 the	 preachers’	 role	 and	
authority	 in	 using	 images	 and	metaphors	 in	 sermons.	 I	 seek	 to	 answer	 to	 the	
question	of	whether	the	preachers’	task	is	merely	explaining	biblical	metaphors,	
translating	 them	 into	 contemporary	 ones	 or	 creating	 new	 ones	 that	 convey	
biblical	revelation.		
The	 final	 sections	 of	 this	 chapter	 are	 devoted	 to	 showing	 some	 key	
presuppositions	 of	 the	 theology	 of	 preaching	 that	 seeks	 to	 employ	 Cognitive	




	 The	main	goal	of	 the	second	chapter	 it	 to	give	 linguistic	 justification	 for	
using	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	 general	 and	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 in	
particular	to	study	biblical	metaphors	and	images.	This	chapter	divides	into	two	
parts	 and	 in	 the	 first	 one,	 I	 present	 major	 developments	 in	 metaphor	 theory	
paying	special	attention	to	three	of	its	aspects	namely:	a	definition	of	metaphor;	
a	 relationship	 between	 elements	 creating	 metaphor;	 and	 the	 meaning	 of	
metaphor.	 In	the	second	part,	 I	explain	the	main	presuppositions	of	conceptual	




	 In	 this	 chapter	 I	 exhibit	 the	 basic	 elements	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	























I	present	how	notions	 taken	 from	Cognitive	Linguistics	 such	as	universality	and	
variation	 or	 prototype	 theory	 can	 be	 useful	 in	 understanding	 the	world	 of	 the	
listeners	 and	 in	 developing	 a	 new	 approach	 to	 application	 called	 prototype-
based	application.		
The	 second	part	 of	 the	 chapter	 is	 devoted	 to	 a	 presentation	 of	 various	
strategies	 of	 reworking	 existing	metaphors,	 which	 are	 applicable	 to	 preaching	
biblical	metaphors	and	images.	Additionally,	I	present	a	methodology	of	creating	
new	metaphors	and	images	to	convey	the	meaning	of	biblical	texts.		
This	 part	 concludes	with	 a	 practical	 application	 of	 a	 notion	 of	 levels	 of	









	 This	 thesis	 is	 the	 first	 attempt	 at	 a	 more	 systematic	 and	 coherent	
application	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 to	




impacts	 the	 shape	of	a	 sermon,	but	also	how	 it	 can	be	utilized	 in	 studying	 the	
text	 and	 in	 sermon	 preparation.	 I	 have	 advanced	 application	 of	 this	 theory	 to	
hermeneutics	by	developing	a	notion	of	 category	operations	and	applying	 it	 to	
biblical	 texts.	 I	 propose	a	method	of	 studying	 the	 text	 from	 the	perspective	of	
Cognitive	Linguistics	that	can	enhance	more	traditional	approaches.		
	 In	 the	 homiletical	 part	 I	 introduce	 a	 new	 idea	 of	 using	 prototypes	 as	
means	 of	 understanding	 the	 listeners	 and	 transforming	 their	 values	 by	
employing	prototype-based	application.		
	 Even	 though	 the	 concept	 of	 reworking	 existing	 metaphors	 into	 more	
creative	 ones	 is	 well	 established	 in	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	
methodology	has	never	been	applied	to	preaching.	While	utilizing	it,	I	expand	it	
by	 proposing	 some	 new	ways	 of	 reworking	 and	 conveying	 biblical	metaphors.	
This	study	is	brought	even	further	because	I	also	introduce	a	novel	methodology	



















methodology	 of	 using	 metaphors	 and	 images	 in	 sermons	 to	 convey	 biblical	
metaphors	and	meaning	of	biblical	texts,	it	is	impossible	to	analyse	all	examples	
of	metaphors	or	even	biblical	 genres.	 Even	 though	 I	 conduct	an	enquiry	 into	a	
wide	and	general	topic,	 I	have	to	use	a	narrow	set	of	examples	to	define	some	
general	principles.	 It	does	not	mean	that	my	conclusions	must	be	 inaccurate	or	



















As	 people	 say,	 ‘a	 picture	 is	 worth	 a	 thousand	 words’,	 but	
preachers―while	attempting	to	convey	word	pictures	and	biblical	images	in	their	
preaching―find	them	puzzling	in	a	number	of	ways.	While	seeing	them	as	worth	
a	 thousand	 words,	 they	 often	 have	 more	 than	 a	 thousand	 problems	 with	
communicating	 them	 because	 their	 task	 is	 showing	 the	 unseen,	 which	 means	
preaching	about	the	invisible	God	and	other	numerous	abstract	biblical	concepts	
that	often	are	conveyed	through	metaphors	and	images.	Thus,	preachers	face	a	
challenge	 of	 seeing	 the	 unseen,	 namely	 understanding	 biblical	 images	 and	
metaphors	and	showing	the	unseen,	which	means	using	images	and	metaphors	
to	talk	about	God	and	convey	the	meaning	of	biblical	texts.		
	 In	 this	 thesis	 it	 is	 argued	 that	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 changes	 our	
understanding	 of	 language	 and	 communication,	 thus	 it	 also	 changes	 our	
perception	 of	 religious	 language	 and	 ways	 we	 communicate	 about	 God.	
However,	when	we	try	to	apply	Cognitive	Linguistics	to	theology,	we	encounter	a	
set	of	difficulties	in	defining	the	interrelationship	between	these	two	disciplines.		
Therefore,	 in	 this	 chapter	 I	 will	 establish	 a	 theological	 foundation	 for	
preaching	 metaphors	 and	 images,	 which	 requires	 both	 providing	 theological	
context	for	utilizing	Cognitive	Linguistics	as	the	means	of	analysing	these	biblical	
images	 and	 communicating	 theological	 concepts,	 and	 next	 giving	 theological	
justification	for	using	metaphors	and	images	in	preaching.	Both	these	objectives	
will	be	accomplished	by	referring	to	the	doctrine	of	God’s	revelation.		
The	 second	 part	 of	 this	 chapter	 will	 focus	 on	 the	 preachers’	 role	 and	
authority	 in	 communicating	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images,	 and	 creating	 new	




biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images	 to	 help	 people	 to	 understand	 their	 content.	
Others	argue	that	metaphors	cannot	or	should	not	be	narrowed	to	propositional	
statements	 because	 in	 doing	 so	 one	 loses	 their	 rhetorical	 impact.	 Thus,	 they	
maintain	 that	 metaphors	 and	 images	 are	 best	 conveyed	 as	 metaphors	 and	
images.	Consequently,	in	their	view,	the	preachers’	role	is	to	be	translators	who	
translate	ancient	 images	 into	modern	ones.	Other	homileticians	would	go	even	












FOR	 UTILIZING	 COGNITIVE	 LINGUISTICS	 AND	 THE	 FOUNDATION	 FOR	
PREACHING	METAPHORS	AND	IMAGES	
	
In	 beginning	 this	 discussion	 on	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	
preaching,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 start	 with	 providing	 a	 theological	 framework	 for	
both	 employing	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 communicate	 theological	 and	 biblical	
concepts	 and	using	metaphors	 and	 images	 in	 sermons.	 First,	 some	advantages	
and	 disadvantages	 of	 using	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 talk	 about	 theology	will	 be	
presented.	Then,	it	will	be	shown	how	the	idea	of	God’s	revelation	changes	our	
perspective	 on	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 both	 setting	 some	 limits	 on	 it	 and	
broadening	 its	 perspective.	 Next,	 there	 will	 be	 a	 discussion	 on	 the	 means	 of	
God’s	 revelation	 that	 employed	 metaphors	 and	 images	 to	 demonstrate	 that	







I	 became	 interested	 in	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 after	 taking	 a	 class	 on	
conceptual	metaphor	theory.	My	tutor	Monika	Cichmińska	warned	us	that	after	
just	 one	 semester	 we	 would	 see	 metaphors	 everywhere	 and	 she	 was	 right.	
Taking	 this	 class	 was	 a	 very	 transformative	 experience	 that	 influenced	 my	
perception	of	 language	and	communication.	Being	a	preacher,	 I	 could	not	help	
thinking	 about	 possible	 applications	 of	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 and	
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	 general	 to	 preaching.	 Especially	 appealing	 about	 this	
approach	 was	 the	 fact	 that	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 is	 very	 intuitive,	 since	 it	
describes	 patterns	 people	 use	 to	 conceptualize	 the	 world	 and	 communicate.	
These	 patterns	 are	 rooted	 in	 our	 bodily	 structure,	 experience,	 and	 cultural	
influences.	 For	 instance,	 we	 think	 about	 arguments	 as	 a	 war.	 When	 we	 talk	
about	arguing,	we	talk	about	taking	sides.	There	are	allies	and	opponents.	During	
the	 argument	we	 can	 attack	 or	 defend.	We	 fight.	We	 sometimes	 describe	 our	
conflicts	 as	 real	 battles	 even	 though	 we	 typically	 do	 not	 use	 any	 physical	
weapons	 and	 nobody	 usually	 dies.	 We	 can	 win	 or	 lose.	 Why	 do	 we	 not	
conceptualize	 an	 argument	 as	 a	 dance?	 How	 would	 it	 change	 ways	 people	
argue?		
As	 a	 preacher	 I	 often	 question	 myself	 about	 how	 people	 think	 and	
communicate	because	 I	 believe	 that	 answering	 this	 question	might	 change	my	
thinking	 about	 my	 listeners	 and	 the	 ways	 I	 communicate	 to	 them.	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 opens	 a	 new	 field	 for	 reflection	 and	 research.	 However,	 when	 we	
decide	to	enter	this	field,	we	encounter	numerous	difficulties.		 	
Thus,	 before	 explaining	 my	 views	 on	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	
hermeneutics	 and	 homiletics	 in	 a	 theological	 context,	 two	 groups	 of	 these	
difficulties	need	to	be	presented.	The	first	group	comes	from	the	opponents	of	
applying	 any	 kind	 of	 linguistics	 to	 reading	 of	 the	 Bible,	 and	 the	 second	 from	
adherents	of	Cognitive	Linguistics.	






the	 Bible	 does	 not	 require	 any	 special	 tools	 except	 for	 their	 common	 sense.	
However,	 these	 often	well-meaning	Christians	 tend	 to	 ignore	 the	 fact	 that	 the	
nature	of	communication	is	very	complex,	especially	when	we	talk	about	reading	
the	biblical	text	that	is	thousands	of	years	old.		
Reading	 the	 Bible	 that	 relays	 purely	 on	 a	 common-sense	 basis	 is	
insufficient	 as	 far	 as	 crossing	 a	 historical	 and	 cultural	 gap	 is	 concerned.	 As	we	
read	 it,	 we	 encounter	 there	 a	whole	 spectrum	 of	metaphors	 that	 seem	 to	 be	
distant	 from	 our	 experience	 such	 as	 God	 is	 the	 king	 or	warrior,	 our	 bodies	 as	
living	 sacrifices,	 and	 others.	 These	 metaphors,	 even	 though	 possible	 to	
comprehend	for	contemporary	readers,	depict	a	reality	that	is	radically	different	




preaching	 face	 another	 challenge	 of	 determining	 which	 statements	 should	 be	
taken	 metaphorically	 and	 which	 literally	 that	 is	 not	 always	 easy.	 C.S.	 Lewis	 is	
right	when	he	says,	 ‘People	who	take	symbols	 literally	might	as	well	 think	 that	
when	 Christ	 told	 us	 to	 be	 like	 doves,	 He	 meant	 that	 we	 were	 to	 lay	 eggs’.43	
However,	 it	 is	 not	 always	 easy	 to	 distinguish	 metaphorical	 from	 non-
metaphorical.	What	does	Jesus	really	mean	when	he	urges	his	followers	to	gouge	
their	own	eyes	if	they	cause	them	to	stumble	(Matt.	5:29)	and	to	turn	the	other	
cheek	 (Matt.	 5:38)?	 Over	 centuries	 there	 has	 been	 a	 long	 debate	 about	 the	
meaning	of	 Jesus’	words	 ‘This	 is	my	body’	as	 spoken	during	 the	Last	Supper	 (1	
Cor.	 11:24-25).	 These	debates	 resulted	 in	 a	whole	 array	of	 interpretations	 and	
doctrines	 beginning	 with	 most	 literal	 ones	 as	 transubstantiation,	 through	
consubstantiation,	an	idea	of	spiritual	presence,	and	ending	with	purely	symbolic	
approaches.	 Thus,	 it	 becomes	 apparent	 that	 even	 these	 examples	 relating	 to	
historical	 distance	 and	 the	 issue	 of	 literal	 interpretation	 show	 that	 while	
approaching	 biblical	 texts	 readers	 need	 more	 tools	 than	 just	 their	 common	






with	 its	 novel	 approach	 to	 understanding	 metaphorical	 language	 sheds	 some	
new	light	on	this	topic.		
Another	 difficulty	 with	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 biblical	
interpretation	and	preaching	comes	when	reading	works	of	 some	adherents	of	
this	 theory.	Some	 linguists	argue	against	the	existence	of	any	all-knowing	mind	
that	 is	 the	 source	of	 our	 cognition	 and	may	 give	 us	 any	 hints	 of	 any	 objective	
view	 of	 reality,	 but	 instead	 they	 claim	 that	 the	 only	 view	 of	 reality	 that	 is	








accumulated	 knowledge	 and	 experiences	 about	 human	 body,	 environment,	
people,	and	situations.		
	 In	 Lakoff’s	 view	 since	 our	 ‘moral	 concepts	 too	 are	 embodied	 and	
metaphorical’	he	insists	that	‘to	understand	this	in	full	detail	is	to	give	up	forever	
on	the	idea	that	there	is	transcendent	morality	based	on	transcendent	universal	
reason’.45	He	 also	 directly	 questions	 the	 existence	 of	 God	 pointing	 out	 that	 all	
conceptualizations	of	God	are	metaphorical,	which	depending	on	a	given	religion	
leads	 to	 forming	 diverse	 conceptions	 of	 God	 that	 cannot	 be	 all	 reconciled.	 He	
finds	 the	 question	 about	 the	 existence	 of	 God	 strange	 and	 pointless	 since	 to	
‘recognize	that	the	question	is	inherently	metaphorical	is	to	know	that	no	answer	
can	be	literal’.46	Thus,	Cognitive	Linguistics	is	often	used	to	question	the	idea	of	
the	objective	 truth	and	even	the	existence	of	God.	Cognitivists	 say	 that	even	 if	









validate	 if	 this	 vision	 is	 correct.	Therefore,	 the	question	about	 the	existence	of	
God	and	 the	absolute	non-perspectival	 truth	 is	meaningless	according	 to	 some	
cognitivists.	
	 John	 Sanders	 is	 one	 of	 the	 authors	 often	 referred	 to	 in	 this	 thesis,	
however,	 being	 an	 adherent	 of	 open	 theism,	 he	 uses	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	
support	 his	 theological	 convictions.	 He	 also	 argues	 against	 the	 idea	 of	 finding	
timeless	 truth	 in	 the	 text	or	having	non-perspectival	 truth,	which	also	calls	 the	
‘God’s-eye’	 truth	 that	 is	 not	 limited	 by	 our	 human	 bodies	 and	
conceptualization.47	He	believes	that	there	are	numerous	ways	to	conceptualize	
God	 as	 evidenced	 by	 the	 existence	 of	 different	 religions	 and	 Christian	
denominations.	For	him	the	real	question	 is	which	human	categories	 ‘we	deem	
appropriate	 for	 God’	 and	 in	 his	 view	 the	 answer	 depends	 on	 many	 factors	
including	 our	 cultural	 upbringing,	 values,	 philosophical	 convictions,	 religious	
traditions,	 and	 experiences. 48 	As	 an	 open	 theist	 he	 redefines	 the	 idea	 of	
transcendence	of	God	stressing	that	it	does	not	mean	that	God	is	above	us,	but	
he	is	ahead	of	us	in	our	journey.49			
	 Along	 similar	 lines,	 John	 Templeton	 Foundation	 supports	 a	 research	






it	 appears	 that	 we	 can	 never	 say	 anything	 certain	 about	 God.	 Every	 believer	
might	have	a	different	conception	of	God	and	since	we	do	not	have	an	access	to	
any	knowledge	coming	form	any	kind	of	all-knowing	mind,	we	are	left	with	our	













Moreover,	Sanders	states	 that	biblical	 language	 is	anthropogenic,	which	
means	 that	 it	 is	 ‘based	 on	 human	 embodied	 cognition’	 and	 even	 ‘if	 God	
communicates	with	us,	 such	 communication	will	 employ	 concepts	 that	we	 can	
understand,	 which	 means	 that	 God	 will	 make	 use	 of	 human	 conceptual	
structures	 that	 depend	 upon	 human	 bodies	 and	 cultural	 thought	 forms’. 51	
Interestingly,	Sanders’	understanding	of	anthropogenic	makes	me	wonder	 if	he	
means	 that	 our	 knowledge	 of	 God	 is	 conveyed	 through	 human	 cognition	 in	
human	terms	or	our	knowledge	of	God	actually	originates	from	human	cognition	
and	 God	 is	 a	 figment	 of	 our	 imagination	 or	 maybe	 some	 other	 option	 is	 also	
possible.	At	some	point	Sanders	engages	in	a	lengthy	discussion	on	reasons	why	
the	 idea	 of	 one	 personal	 God	 seems	 to	 be	 the	 most	 natural	 for	 human	
cognition.52	He	 says	 that	 certain	 conceptions	of	God	can	be	widespread	 if	 they	
have	‘features	that	make	them	memorable,	interesting,	and	useful	to	explain	life	
events	and	phenomena’	and	the	idea	of	one	God	meets	these	criteria.53	The	real	
question	 here	 is	 about	 the	 source	 of	 these	 conceptions.	 Is	 it	 God	 himself	 or	
humans?	Maybe	some	other	human-divine	explanation	is	possible.	
However,	it	needs	to	be	pointed	out	that	Cognitive	Linguistics	as	a	secular	
and	 pragmatic	 science	 that	 focuses	 on	 studying	 human	 cognition,	 simply	 does	
not	have	any	tools	to	answer	questions	of	transcendence,	the	existence	of	God,	
or	 the	 absolute	 truth	 that	 are	 beyond	 its	 reach.	 Cognitivists	 can	 study	 only	
individual	 human	brains	 and	perception	 that	 is	 available	 to	human	beings,	 but	
they	do	not	have	 the	means	 to	prove	or	disprove	 the	existence	of	any	greater	
mind	than	ours	and	are	unable	to	see	the	world	from	its	perspective.		











Instead	 of	 arguing	 that	 everything	 that	 exists	 is	 only	 limited	 to	 what	 we	 can	
perceive	 with	 our	 senses,	 theology	 frees	 us	 to	 use	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	
believe	that	 there	 is	a	greater	mind	and	greater	perspective	on	the	world	than	
our	 minds	 and	 that	 our	 conceptualization	 is	 the	 result	 of	 God’s	
conceptualization.	Therefore,	the	doctrines	of	God’s	creation	and	revelation	set	
theological	 boundaries	 on	 application	 of	 this	 theory	 to	 preaching,	 but	 these	
boundaries	actually	broaden	the	scope	and	perspective	of	this	theory.						
Therefore,	 in	the	next	few	sections	it	will	be	shown	how	the	doctrine	of	
God’s	 revelation	 changes	our	perspective	and	possible	 range	of	 applications	of	







conveying	 theological	 concepts,	 we	 have	 to	 recognize	 that	 as	 a	 human	 and	
pragmatic	 science	 it	 does	 not	 take	 into	 consideration	 the	 existence	 of	 God	
because	 it	 cannot	 verify	 it.	 However,	 in	 this	 respect	 it	 reflects	 general	 human	
predicament	confirmed	by	theology	that	people	using	their	own	efforts	are	not	
able	 to	 know	 God.	 As	 Karl	 Barth	 claims,	 ‘God	 is	 the	 hidden	 one’. 54 	He	 is	
transcendent,	 which	 he	 defines	 as	 being	 ‘separate	 from	 and	 independent	 of	
nature	 and	humanity’.55	Erickson,	 summarizing	Barth’s	 view,	 elaborates	 on	 this	
issue	by	saying,	‘God	is	not	an	aspect	of	man	or	the	best	of	human	nature.	He	is	
separated	 from	man	by	 infinite	qualitative	distinction’	 [emphasis	original].56	So,	
the	difference	between	God	and	humans	 is	not	merely	a	matter	of	degree,	but	








comprehension	 or	 description.57 	‘God	 can	 never	 be	 completely	 captured	 in	
human	concepts’,	stresses	Erickson.58	He	adds	that	God	is	infinite,	which	means,	
‘not	only	that	God	is	unlimited,	but	that	he	is	illimitable’.59		
Thus,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 ask	how	humans	 can	 get	 to	 know	God	 if	 he	 is	
beyond	their	ability	to	understand?	Cognitive	Linguistics	will	not	help	in	verifying	
his	existence	and	since	no	image,	description,	or	comparison	can	be	made	to	give	






Cognitivists	 claim	 that	any	metaphors	and	 images	 that	are	 found	 in	 the	
Bible	 are	 the	 fruit	 of	 the	 human	 mind	 and	 human	 conceptualization	 as	 they	
convey	 the	 human	 conception	 of	 God.	 As	 opposed	 to	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	
Christian	 theology	 provides	 the	 answer	 to	 the	 human	 inability	 to	 get	 to	 know	
God	 by	 stating	 that	 God	 took	 an	 initiative	 and	 revealed	 himself	 and	 his	
perspective	 using	 human	 terms.	 Classic	 Christian	 theology	 argues	 that	 since	
people	 could	 not	 get	 to	 know	God,	 he	made	 himself	 known	 in	 an	 act	 of	 self-
revelation	that	includes	metaphors	and	images.		
While	reflecting	on	God’s	special	revelation	Millard	Erickson	says	that	this	
revelation	 was	 personal,	 anthropic,	 and	 analogical.	 It	 is	 personal	 because	 ‘the	
personal	God	presents	himself	to	persons’.60	He	unveils	some	information	about	
himself	 in	 order	 to	 enter	 a	 relationship	 with	 human	 beings.	 Its	 anthropic	
character	can	be	seen	in	the	fact	that	God	who	is	transcendent	revealed	himself	
in	human	categories	using	human	languages	as	they	were	used	at	that	time.	It	is	

















This	 doctrine	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 assumes	 that	 God,	 who	 is	 the	 all-
knowing	mind,	took	an	initiative	and	introduced	himself	to	human	beings	using	
our	 human	 conceptual	 system	 so	 that	 we	 can	 get	 to	 know	 him	 and	 enter	 a	
relationship	 with	 him.	 Consequently,	 people,	 even	 though	 limited	 by	 their	
embodied	 minds	 that	 are	 incapable	 of	 acquiring	 non-perspectival	 truths,	 can	
learn	about	ideas	that	naturally	are	beyond	their	limits.	We	can	learn	about	the	
existence	of	God,	the	notion	of	salvation,	eternal	life,	our	accountability	for	our	
sins	and	possibility	of	 forgiveness.	Knowing	the	 fact	 that	our	 lives	are	a	part	of	
God’s	larger	story	of	salvation	gives	us	a	new	perspective	on	the	world	and	our	
existence	since	we	start	perceiving	our	daily	struggles	in	the	context	of	eternity.	
On	 the	other	hand,	 claims	 that	God	 revealed	himself	 to	human	beings	and	we	
can	have	some	knowledge	that	is	naturally	not	accessible	to	our	minds,	does	not	
mean	that	as	humans	we	stop	being	limited	by	our	human	perspective	and	our	
embodied	minds.	Moreover,	 the	 existence	 of	 all-knowing	 God	 does	 not	 imply	
that	we	have	a	direct	access	to	his	mind	all	the	time	and	are	always	able	to	look	
at	 the	 world	 from	 his	 perspective.	 We	 know	 as	 much	 about	 God	 and	 his	
perspective	as	he	wanted	to	reveal	about	himself.				
The	 whole	 issue	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 has	 been	 broadly	 addressed	 in	 a	
number	of	publications	on	 systematic	 theology	and	 it	 is	not	 free	 from	debates	
because	numerous	scholars	propose	various	approaches	to	an	understanding	of	
biblical	 revelation. 62 	Alister	 E.	 McGrath	 summarizes	 four	 major	 models	 of	












the	Bible	 is	 the	 record	of	 historical	 events	 remembered	 and	believed	by	 Israel	





However,	 others	 claim	 that	 the	 revelation	 found	 in	 the	 Bible	 does	 not	
convey	 facts	 about	 God	 or	 interpreted	 events,	 but	 rather	 it	 is	 a	 record	 of	
experiences	 people	 had	 with	 God	 at	 different	 times	 of	 history	 and	 they	
articulated	 them	 in	 their	 own	 human	 terms.	 Among	 the	 most	 prominent	
proponents	of	the	idea	that	God	reveals	himself	through	religious	experience	are	
Friedrich	 Schleiermacher,	 Rudolf	 Otto,	 and	 Martin	 Buber.	 Friedrich	
Schleiermacher	emphasizes	the	importance	of	intuition	of	the	infinite	within	the	
finite.67	Rudolf	 Otto	 talks	 about	 the	 feeling	 of	 God’s	 transcendence,	 whereas	
Martin	Buber	suggests	knowing	God	through	encounters	with	other	people.68		
Nevertheless,	 the	 Bible	 itself	 gives	 a	 witness	 to	 the	 holistic	 nature	 of	
God’s	 revelation	 since	 it	 shows	 God	 revealing	 himself	 in	 direct	 propositional	
statements,	in	historical	events,	which	accompanied	with	interpretation	become	
his	 revelation,	 and	 in	 experiences	 that	 people	 had	 with	 God.	 This	 notion	 of	





















Christ’s	 redemption	 of	 the	 world,	 and	 the	 holistic	 nature	 of	 the	 Holy	 Spirit’s	





given	 by	 God	 or	 they	 should	 be	 perceived	 merely	 as	 human	 constructs	 that	
express	people’s	conception	of	God	who	is	their	own	invention.	Do	they	convey	
knowledge	 about	 God	 who	 used	 them	 to	 reveal	 himself	 or	 just	 the	 biblical	
writers’	vision	of	God	that	originated	in	their	minds?	Is	it	possible	to	show	their	






Traditional,	 conservative	 theology	 assumes	 that	 biblical	 images	 and	
metaphors	 are	 a	 means	 of	 God’s	 self-revelation.	 As	 indicated	 above,	 biblical	





















Spirit	 upon	 the	 Scripture	 writers	 which	 rendered	 their	 writings	 an	 accurate	
record	of	the	revelation	or	which	resulted	in	what	they	wrote	actually	being	the	
Word	 of	 God’. 73 Stanley	 Grenz	 differentiates	 between	 plenary	 and	 verbal	
inspiration	 and	 argues	 that	 both	 apply	 to	 the	 Bible.	 Plenary	 inspiration	means	
that	the	Holy	Spirit’s	oversight	over	the	process	of	writing	embraces	the	whole	
Bible,	 whereas	 verbal	 assumes	 that	 he	 ‘superintended	 the	 process	 of	 word	
selection	and	word	order	to	the	extent	that	they	are	capable	of	communicating	
the	intended	meaning	of	the	text’.74		




to	 other	 ancient	 writings.	 For	 instance,	 he	 points	 out	 evident	 similarities	
between	the	creation	account	 from	Genesis	and	Enuma	Elish,	 the	biblical	 flood	
narrative	and	stories	 from	Athrahasis	and	Gilgamesh,	 the	Law	and	 the	Code	of	
Hammurabi,	 and	 the	 Book	 of	 Proverbs	 and	 the	 Instruction	 of	 Amenemope.75	
Some	scholars	while	comparing	these	texts	come	to	the	conclusion	that	the	Bible	



























their	 ways	 of	 recording	 history	 do	 not	 adhere	 to	 our	modern	 standards	 since	
biblical	 historiography	 ‘is	 not	 the	 mere	 statement	 of	 facts	 but	 the	 shaping	 of	
these	 facts	 for	 a	 particular	 purpose’	 in	 order	 ‘to	 relay	 to	 someone	 the	
significance	 of	 history’.79	The	 Old	 Testament	 and	 the	 whole	 Bible	 unfold	 the	
great	history	of	salvation.		
Finally,	 Enns	 examines	 the	 ways	 New	 Testament	 writers	 use	 the	 Old	
Testament	 and	 finds	 them	questionable	 according	 to	 the	modern	 standards	of	
hermeneutics	 since	 they	 seem	 to	 violate	 the	 original	 context	 of	 these	 texts.80	
However,	 he	 notices	 that	 the	 New	 Testament	writers	while	 functioning	 in	 the	




Old	 Testament	 story	 is	 heading’,	 which	 shaped	 their	 perspective	 on	 the	 Old	
Testament	texts.82	
	Interestingly,	 for	 Enns,	 these	 findings	do	not	undermine	 the	notions	of	
inspiration	and	authority	of	the	Bible,	but	they	allow	Christians	to	gain	a	deeper	
understanding	 of	 these	 notions.	 Enns	 instead	 of	 trying	 to	minimalize	 potential	













fully	 embraces	 the	 fact	 ‘the	 human	 marks	 of	 the	 Bible	 are	 everywhere,	
thoroughly	 integrated	 into	 the	 nature	 of	 Scripture	 itself’.83	He	 believes	 that	
‘Christianity	 is	a	historical	 religion’	and	 for	 this	 reason	 ‘God’s	word	 reflects	 the	
various	historical	moments	 in	which	Scripture	was	written’.84	However,	he	also	
emphasizes	 that	 this	 fact	 that	 ‘the	 Bible	 bears	 an	 unmistakable	 human	 stamp’	
does	not	mean	 ‘that	 it	 is	merely	the	words	of	humans	rather	than	the	word	of	
God’.85	
	To	explain	this	phenomenon,	he	introduces	the	concept	of	incarnational	
analogy,	 which	 means	 that	 ‘Christ’s	 incarnation	 is	 analogous	 to	 Scripture’s	






Even	though	the	Bible	 is	 the	Word	of	God,	 it	 is	also	a	human	work	that	
























texts	 out	 of	 context	 by	 New	 Testament	 writers	 are	 not	 very	 convincing,	 his	
notion	of	incarnational	analogy	is	very	helpful	in	explaining	biblical	inspiration	in	
terms	of	 the	divine	and	human	nature	of	 the	Bible.	Moreover,	 there	 is	a	great	
value	 in	 his	 emphasis	 on	 perceiving	 the	 Bible	 in	 its	 cultural	 context	 and	
understanding	 the	 influences	 that	 shaped	 its	 form	 and	 the	 mentality	 of	 its	
writers.				
In	conclusion,	it	seems	that	the	whole	dispute	about	the	origin	of	biblical	
metaphors	 and	 images	 loses	 its	 edge	when	 it	 is	 seen	 in	 the	 light	of	 an	 idea	of	
inspiration	of	the	Bible,	which	assumes	that	God	allowed	some	extent	of	human	
freedom	 in	 expression	 of	 his	 concepts	 and	 thoughts,	 but	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	
supervised	 the	process	 and	 takes	ownership	over	 the	 final	 product	because	 as	
Mary	Hilkert	emphasizes	 ‘the	word	of	God	 is	available	only	 in	and	 through	 the	
limits	–	including	the	sinful	limits	–	of	human	words’.90	Thus,	it	could	be	said	that	
even	though	human	concepts	about	God	expressed	in	the	Bible	through	the	use	
of	 language	 cannot	 be	 equated	 with	 God	 himself,	 God	 still	 chose	 human	
language	and	 these	concepts	 to	 reveal	himself.	Therefore,	 the	origin	of	 images	
and	metaphors	is	not	as	important	as	their	function	and	authority	as	the	means	
of	 God’s	 revelation.	 The	 doctrine	 of	 God’s	 inspiration	 allows	 overcoming	 the	
polarity	between	human	conceptualization	and	God’s	revelation	and	consequent	
dichotomy	 between	 human	 and	 divine	 origin	 of	 biblical	 images	 stressing	 that	
even	though	some	of	them	might	have	been	chosen	by	people,	borrowed	from	
other	sources	or	reflect	cultural	influences	of	their	times,	they	all	are	inspired	by	






















Linguistics	 regarding	any	possibility	of	 the	existence	of	 the	objective	 truth,	but	
broadens	 their	 perspective	 in	 that	 it	 is	 not	 restricted	 to	 human	 minds.	 Even	
though	 many	 conservative	 Christian	 theologians	 believe	 in	 the	 idea	 of	 God’s	
revelation,	 it	 does	 not	 mean	 that	 as	 humans	 we	 possess	 constant	 and	 direct	
access	to	the	mind	of	God	or	can	see	the	reality	as	God	sees	it.	However,	God’s	
revelation	 equips	 us	 with	 knowledge	 that	 is	 beyond	 the	 reach	 of	 our	 natural	
human	cognitive	capacities	and	can	know	some	aspects	of	the	non-perspectival	
truth	as	God	revealed	it	in	his	Word.		
Moreover,	 the	doctrine	of	God’s	 revelation	and	 inspiration	 changes	our	
view	of	biblical	metaphors	and	images,	which	are	not	merely	human	ideas	about	
God.	 Even	 though	we	might	 not	 be	 able	 to	 determine	 if	 a	 given	metaphor	 or	




is	 transmitted	 though	 human	minds	 justifies	 using	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 which	




preaching	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images	 preachers	 can	 have	 confidence	 that	










After	 discussing	 how	 the	 doctrine	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 influences	 a	
possible	scope	of	application	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	to	theology	and	preaching,	
It	 will	 be	 demonstrated	 how	 the	 manner	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 through	 images	
justifies	 using	 metaphors	 and	 images	 in	 sermons.	 This	 topic	 is	 controversial	
because	 many	 Christians	 wonder	 if	 it	 is	 permissible	 to	 create	 metaphors	 and	
images	 to	 present	 the	 one	 who	 explicitly	 forbade	 making	 any	 visual	
representations	 of	 himself	 (Ex.	 20:1-4).91	Therefore,	 in	 order	 to	 justify	 using	
metaphors	and	images	in	sermons,	I	will	examine	the	manner	of	God’s	revelation	
as	seen	 in	the	creation	of	people	 in	his	 image,	 in	 images	and	metaphors	 in	the	
Bible,	and	in	the	Incarnation	of	Christ	who	is	the	image	of	the	Father.	It	will	also	
be	demonstrated	how	Cognitive	Linguistics	can	be	productive	 in	understanding	






Theologians	 point	 out	 numerous	 reasons	 for	 the	 existence	 of	 this	
commandment	 that	 forbade	 making	 any	 visual	 representations	 of	 God.	 For	












However,	 the	 idea	 of	 using	 metaphors	 and	 images	 is	 strongly	 rooted	 in	 the	
manner	 of	 biblical	 revelation.	 Even	 though	 the	 Old	 Testament	 clearly	 forbids	
making	any	images	of	God	and	his	visual	representations,	God	is	the	first	image-
maker.	When	God	created	the	animals,	it	is	said	that	he	created	them	‘according	






There	 are	 another	 fifteen	 Old	 Testament	 instances	 of	 using	 the	 word	
‘image’	(ֶלם 	in	likeness,	own	his	in	son	a	had	‘he	Adam	of	said	is	it	5:3	Gen.	In	95.(ֶצ֫
his	own	image’.96	Six	appearances	refer	to	idols	that	are	physical	representations	
of	 other	 gods	 (Num.	 33:52;	 2	 Kings	 11:18;	 2	 Chron.	 23:17;	 Ezek.	 7:20;	 16:17;	
Amos	5:26).	Three	refer	to	representations	of	rats	and	tumours	(1	Sam.	6:5,	11),	
and	 two	 refer	 to	 an	 image	 in	metaphorical	 sense	 (Ps.	 39:6;	 73:20).	 Thus,	 in	 a	
majority	of	cases	the	word	image	is	used	to	denote	a	physical	representation	of	
something.	 According	 to	 Von	 Rad,	 an	 image	 in	 the	 Old	 Testament	 ‘means	
predominantly	 an	 actual	 plastic	work,	 a	 duplicate,	 sometimes	 an	 idol;	 only	 on	
occasion	does	it	mean	a	duplicate	in	the	diminished	sense	of	a	semblance	when	
compared	with	the	original’.98	Yet,	this	term	is	especially	intriguing	when	used	to	
describe	 human	 beings	 as	 being	 created	 in	 the	 image	 of	 God.	 Bruce	 Waltke,	




















essence,	 but	 each	 is	 said	 to	 be	 in	 his	 or	 her	 entirety	 be	 the	 image	 of	 God’	
[emphasis	 original]. 99 	Therefore,	 the	 image	 of	 God	 in	 people	 is	 something	
intrinsic	to	human	nature.	







Christ’s	 likeness	can	be	 found	 in	2	Cor.	3:18.	 In	Eph.	4:23-24	Paul	writes	about	
believers	putting	on	the	new	nature	‘created	after	the	likeness	of	God’.	Similarly,	
in	 Col.	 3:10	Christians	 are	 admonished	 to	 put	 on	 the	new	nature	 that	 is	 being	
‘renewed	in	knowledge	after	the	image	of	the	creator’.	Therefore,	it	appears	that	
there	 is	not	any	clear	statement	 in	 the	Bible	 that	 the	 image	of	God	was	 lost	 in	
humans,	but	the	New	Testaments	indicates	that	God’s	image	is	on	the	one	hand	
an	 intrinsic	 element	 of	 human	 nature,	 but	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 is	 something	
Christians	are	to	grow	into.		
Janet	 Soskice	 believes	 that	 in	 the	 New	 Testament	 ‘the	 image	 becomes	
dynamic’.	 She	 points	 out,	 the	 image	 ‘is	 not	 something	 we	 wholly	 and	 simply	
possess	for	it	is	Christ	who	is	truly	the	image	of	the	invisible	God.	The	faithful	are	
in	 the	process	of	being	 ‘conformed	 to	 the	 image’	of	 the	Son’.101	Accordingly,	 it	

















were	 created	 to.102	Christians	 are	 to	 grow	 in	 the	 image	 of	 Christ	 who	 is	 the	
perfect	image	of	God.103		
As	 Henry	Wansbrough	 puts	 it,	 we	 are	 ‘made	 in	 the	 image	 of	 God	 and	
remade	 in	 the	 image	 of	 Christ’.104	It	 is	 possible	 because	 Christ	 proved	 to	 be	
faithful	 where	 humans	 failed.	 Wansbrough	 makes	 an	 important	 connection	
between	 the	 Genesis	 narrative	 and	 the	 New	 Testament	 teaching	 on	 the	






but	 Christ	 humbled	 himself.	 Adam	 tried	 to	 evade	 death,	 but	 Christ	
accepted	death.105		
	
Therefore,	 even	 though	 humans	 never	 lost	 the	 image	 of	 God,	 only	
through	Christ	they	can	be	transformed	and	remade	in	the	image	of	Christ,	which	
is	 a	 much	 more	 privileged	 position	 as	 compared	 to	 the	 one	 they	 had	 in	 the	
garden	of	Eden.	
Nevertheless,	 at	 this	 point,	 it	 seems	 to	 be	 prudent	 to	 ask	 about	 the	
meaning	of	the	idea	of	humans	having	been	created	in	the	image	of	God	and	in	
God’s	 likeness.	 If	 the	 idea	 of	 people	 being	 created	 in	God’s	 image	 is	 to	 justify	



























of	 being	 a	 human.107	Depending	 on	 a	 variation,	 this	 feature	might	 be	 physical,	
psychological,	 and	 spiritual	 or	 it	might	 include	 all	 these	 elements.	 The	 Church	
fathers	 emphasized	 spiritual	 and	 moral	 characteristics	 as	 those	 elements	 that	
indicate	 people’s	 likeness	 to	 God	 and	 enable	 them	 to	 relate	 to	 him.	 Other	
theologians	 such	 as	 Thomas	 Aquinas	 being	 influenced	 by	 Greek	 thought	
perceived	 human	 reason	 and	 cognitive	 capabilities	 as	 the	 qualities	 that	
constitute	the	image	of	God.108		
Adherents	 of	 a	 relational	 view	 believe	 that	 the	 Triune	 God	 who	 is	
relational	 created	people	 to	 have	 a	 relationship	with	 him	and	with	 each	other	
and	 only	 through	 this	 relationship	 with	 God	 people	 can	 experience	 being	 the	
image	of	God.109	For	Garrett	Green	there	is	a	‘family	resemblance’	between	God	
and	human	beings.110	He	argues	that	the	image	of	God	is	‘the	point	of	similarity	
















imagination:	 Adam	 in	 the	 garden	 could	 imagine	 God	 as	 he	 truly	 is’.111	People	





one	of	 the	most	 common	 sins	of	 the	Old	Testament,	namely	 idolatry,	which	 is	
worshipping	other	gods	or	any	other	image	of	God	different	from	the	one	that	he	
revealed.	 For	 this	 reason	Green	defines	 idolatry	as	 ‘the	misuse	of	 the	 religious	
imagination’.112		






































It	 does	 not	 give	 a	 satisfactory	 answer	 to	 which	 human	 feature	 actually	 is	 the	
image	of	God.	A	relational	view	does	not	answer	the	question	what	constitutes	
the	human	ability	 to	enter	 into	a	 relationship	with	God	and	what	happened	to	
the	 image	 of	 God	 when	 this	 relationship	 was	 broken	 because	 of	 the	 fall.	 A	





his	 image.116	Even	 if	 the	dominion	 is	 seen	as	 the	 content	of	 the	 image	of	God,	
this	approach	 just	 like	 the	others	 seems	 to	be	overly	 limiting	by	narrowing	 the	
image	of	God	simply	to	one	aspect	while	ignoring	the	others.	Finally,	a	dynamic	
view	does	not	 really	 explain	 the	meaning	of	Old	and	New	Testament	passages	
that	suggest	the	image	of	God	being	an	inherent	quality	of	all	humans	not	only	
followers	of	Christ.	
Numerous	modern	readers	of	 the	Old	Testament,	especially	 those	 living	
in	 the	 Western	 hemisphere,	 often	 feel	 compelled	 to	 try	 to	 define	 the	 exact	
nature	of	the	image	of	God	in	humans.	However,	the	Old	Testament	writers	did	
not	think	in	terms	of	precise	definitions	and	they	accepted	much	more	ambiguity	
in	 their	 thinking	 about	 God	 and	 his	 works.	 Thus,	 when	 studying	 Genesis	 1-2	
narrative	 it	 appears	 that	 both	 creation	 accounts	 lead	 toward	 the	 creation	 of	








end,	 they	were	 created	 in	 a	 different	manner	 than	 the	 rest	 of	 the	world,	 and	
they	were	created	in	the	 image	of	God.	Therefore,	creation	narratives	focus	on	
the	unique	nature	of	humans	as	being	made	 in	 their	 totality	 in	 the	 likeness	of	
God.	 The	 Hebrew	writers	 did	 not	 feel	 compelled	 to	 explain	 the	 nature	 of	 this	
likeness,	 but	 instead	 they	 left	 their	 readers	with	 a	 simple	 statement	 that	 God	
created	people	in	his	own	image,	which	suggests	that	a	human	being	as	a	whole	
is	the	reflection	of	God.	Therefore,	it	does	not	seem	to	be	justifiable	to	make	just	
one	 aspect	 of	 humanity	 superior	 or	 more	 prominent	 then	 the	 others.	 In	 this	
respect	I	am	in	agreement	with	Victor	Hamilton,	Bruce	Waltke,	Moisés	Silva,	and	
others	who	 believe	 that	we	 bear	 the	 image	 of	 God	 in	 our	 total	 being.117	Even	
though	 God	 does	 not	 have	 a	 body,	 he	 sees,	 hears,	 speaks,	 and	 acts.	 He	 has	
reason,	will,	and	emotions.	He	is	a	personal	and	spiritual	being	with	an	ability	to	







reflect	 illimitable	 God.	 Second,	 the	 fact	 that	 God	 made	 humans	 in	 his	 image	
indicates	 that	 they	are	a	part	of	his	 general	 revelation.	Hence,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	
learn	 something	 about	 God	 by	 looking	 at	 people.	 Images	 are	means	 of	 God’s	
















While	 reflecting	 on	 the	 whole	 concept	 of	 God	 creating	 people	 in	 his	




The	 fact	 that	 God	 created	 humankind	 in	 his	 image	 changes	 our	
perception	 of	 humans	 because	 it	 does	 not	 allow	 secularizing	 our	 view	 of	 the	
humankind.	 It	 also	 changes	 our	 perspective	 on	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 because	
according	 to	 Genesis	 God	 is	 the	 source	 of	 his	 revelation	 through	 his	 image	 in	
humans,	which	means	 that	 the	 idea	of	 the	 image	of	God	did	not	originate	 in	a	




God’s	 revelation	because	of	 the	nature	of	humanity	as	created	 in	 the	 image	of	




the	 point	 of	 view	 of	 human	 cognition.	 The	 fact	 that	 God	 made	 people	 in	 his	
image	 is	one	of	the	reasons	to	hold	to	a	theistic	vision	of	the	world,	but	 it	also	
stresses	 the	 human	 aspect	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 allows	 embracing	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	as	a	helpful	tool	in	understanding	it.	
In	this	analysis	Cognitive	Linguistics	appears	to	be	helpful	because	it	does	
not	 separate	 the	 mind	 from	 the	 body	 or	 does	 not	 stress	 just	 one	 aspect	 of	
humanity,	but	it	is	based	on	the	idea	of	embodied	minds	and	describes	humans	







Cognitive	 Linguistics	 also	 provides	 preachers	 with	 effective	 tools	 to	
describe	the	metaphor	of	the	image	of	God.	Since	human	beings	are	made	in	the	
image	 of	 God,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 perceive	 this	 image	 in	 terms	 of	 conceptual	
metaphor	 that	 is	 based	 on	 the	 idea	 that	 one	 concept	 is	 described	 in	 terms	 of	
another.	In	this	case	the	more	abstract	concept	of	God	is	understood	in	terms	of	
the	more	concrete	concept	of	human	beings.	In	Genesis,	people	as	the	image	of	



















and	 Eve	 Sweetser	 conducted	 research	on	 conceptual	metaphors	 of	God	 in	 the	
Bible	 and	 identified	 forty-four	 instances	of	 such	metaphors	 that	 depict	 various	


















to	 studying	 the	Bible	 and	metaphors.	However,	 the	methodology	presented	 in	
this	research	will	be	based	on	a	modern	theory	of	 literary	 interpretation	of	the	
Bible	and	presented	principles	will	reflect	a	mainstream	conservative	evangelical	





most	 important	 doctrines	 of	 Christianity	 such	 as	 salvation,	 redemption,	
becoming	 the	 children	 of	 God,	 or	 even	 the	 concept	 of	 God	 as	 the	 Father	 are	
presented	in	a	metaphorical	fashion.		
Therefore,	 it	 is	 worth	 stressing	 that	 if	 preachers	 are	 communicators	 of	























necessary.	 It	 can	 be	 said	 that	 metaphors	 and	 images	 become	 our	 primary	
preaching	 material.	 While	 perceiving	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images	 from	 the	
perspective	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 there	 are	 even	 more	 arguments	 for	
employing	 them	 in	 sermons	 since	 as	 cognitivists	 say	 language	 is	 largely	
metaphorical	 and	 metaphors	 are	 the	 dominant	 manner	 in	 which	 we	
conceptualize	 life	 and	 communicate	 especially	 abstract	 concepts.	 If	 this	 is	 the	






While	discussing	 the	manner	of	biblical	 revelation	as	 the	 justification	of	
employing	metaphors	in	sermons,	one	of	the	issues	that	needs	to	be	addressed	
is	the	concept	of	religious	language	and	its	meaning.	For	centuries	scholars	have	
debated	 about	 the	 nature	 and	 function	 of	 language	 as	 a	 vehicle	 of	 God’s	
revelation.	These	debates	led	to	emergence	of	the	idea	of	religious	language	and	
its	characteristics.	 It	 is	 the	 language	that	as	preachers	we	 find	 in	 the	Bible,	but	




metaphorical	 or	 literal	 and	 how	 to	 distinguish	 these	 two.	 At	 times	 this	 task	
seems	 to	 be	 easy	 since	 statements	 such	 as	 ‘God	 is	 the	 warrior’	 appear	 to	 be	






From	 the	 medieval	 ages,	 there	 were	 four	 traditional	 ways	 of	 speaking	
about	 God:	 univocal,	 equivocal,	 negative	 (via	 negativa),	 and	 analogical. 124	
Univocal	language	assumes	that	a	given	word	has	the	same	meaning	in	different	









In	a	similar	 fashion	some	scholars	perceive	 the	word	 ‘wise’.	God	 is	wise	
and	a	human	being	can	be	wise	and,	 in	their	opinion,	the	only	difference	is	the	
matter	 of	 degree.126	Duns	 Scotus	 argues	 that	 when	 such	 terms	 are	 applied	 to	
God,	 they	 are	 used	 ‘in	 a	 most	 perfect	 degree’	 without	 any	 imperfections	 or	
limitations	characteristic	 to	creatures.127	In	his	view,	since	God’s	revelation	was	
given	 in	 a	 clear	 and	meaningful	manner,	 therefore	 religious	 language	must	 be	
univocal	so	that	there	is	no	question	about	the	meaning	of	our	statements	about	
God.128		



















than	humans.	 Aquinas	 states,	 ‘[w]hat	 it	 signifies	 in	God	 is	 not	 confined	by	 the	





it	needs	to	be	negated.	Considering	that	God	 is	beyond	all	knowing,	 it	 is	easier	
and	more	 reliable	 to	 say	who	he	 is	not	 than	who	he	 is.	Dan	Stiver	defines	 the	
goal	 of	 the	 negative	way	 as	 to	move	 ‘beyond	words	 and	 concepts	 by	 denying	
them,	which	is	not	to	lead	to	scepticism	or	unbelief,	but	precisely	to	the	truth,	to	
insight,	 and	 actual	 experience	 that	 God	 is	 beyond	 all	 such	 words’.132	Thus,	
language	 does	 not	 carry	 any	 descriptive	 information,	 but	 it	 has	 an	 evocative	
function.	 Among	 proponents	 of	 the	 negative	 way,	 there	 were	 Moses	
Maimonides,	Pseudo-Dionysius	and	numerous	mystics	 such	as	Meister	Eckhart.	
Critics	of	this	approach,	even	though	they	stress	its	value,	indicate	that	it	might	
be	overly	 limiting	not	allowing	people	 to	make	any	positive	 statements	of	God	
who	is	a	complete	mystery.133	
		For	 these	 reasons,	 another	approach	was	 introduced	and	 it	was	based	
on	 analogical	 predication.	 Astley	 explains	 that	 this	 notion	 ‘involves	 applying	
concrete	positive	terms	to	God	with	a	similar	meaning	to	that	which	those	words	
and	 phrases	 normally	 have	 when	 they	 are	 applied	 to	 us’.135	However,	 it	 is	
essential	 to	 emphasize	 that	meaning	 of	 these	words	when	 used	 to	 talk	 about	
God	is	neither	completely	the	same	nor	totally	different	than	when	used	to	talk	















Aquinas	 and	 his	 followers	 defined	 two	 kinds	 of	 analogy:	 analogy	 of	
attribution	 and	 analogy	 of	 proportionality.	 Analogy	 of	 attribution:	 certain	
characteristics	 are	 attributed	 to	 somebody	 or	 something.	 For	 example,	 only	 a	
person	can	be	healthy	but	we	say	that	food	is	healthy	or	doing	exercise	is	healthy	




example,	 people	 often	 call	 their	 pets	 friendly,	 intelligent,	 loyal,	 funny,	 and	
faithful,	 but	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	 the	word	 friendly	when	 applied	 to	 a	 dog	 has	 a	
different	 meaning	 than	 when	 applied	 to	 a	 friendly	 person.	 There	 is	 also	 a	
difference	of	proportion.	The	same	 is	 true	when	we	talk	about	God.	 It	appears	
that	 human	 love,	 loyalty,	 and	 faithfulness	 are	 only	 a	 faint	 echo	 of	 God’s	
attributes.137	Thus,	 analogy,	 as	 defined	 by	 Aquinas,	 is	 based	 on	 the	 idea	 of	
similarity	and	dissimilarity	of	compared	elements	and	Aquinas	perceived	 it	as	a	
more	suitable	form	to	talk	about	God.138			





understanding	 and	 explaining	 the	meaning	 of	 human	 terms	when	used	 to	 talk	
about	 God	 because	 equivocal	 and	 polysemous	 language	 seemed	 for	 them	
perplexing.	 A	 part	 of	 this	 difficulty	 was	 distinguishing	 between	 literal	 and	
figurative	ways	of	speaking	about	God.	On	one	hand,	 they	could	not	deny	that	










communicating	 about	 him,	 but	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 they	 perceived	metaphors	
with	mistrust	valuing	more	literal	language	as	presenting	reality	in	more	accurate	
ways.	 In	 their	 understanding	 of	 language	 ‘each	 word	 is	 assumed	 directly	 to	
signify	an	entity	in	the	real	world’.140	Thus,	Aquinas’	view	on	utilizing	analogy	to	
speak	about	God	 is	based	on	an	Aristotelian	understanding	of	 language	where	
metaphors	 are	 seen	 as	 improper	 or	 deviant	 uses	 of	 words.	 Therefore,	 the	
difficulty	of	defining	how	religious	 language	 functions	and	how	people	can	 talk	
about	 God	 was	 unresolved	 and	 there	 was	 a	 need	 for	 a	 different	 more	
comprehensive	view	of	language	and	metaphors.		
One	of	 the	ways	of	 resolving	 some	of	 the	 issues	 that	medieval	 scholars	
tried	 to	 address	 is	 overcoming	 the	 dichotomy	 between	 religious	 and	 non-
religious	 language.	 Thus,	 Gregory	 J.	 Laughery	 presents	 a	 different	 and	 more	




outside,	 beyond	 language,	 but	 can	 be	 said	 inside,	 within	 language…	 God	 in	
Scripture	 is	 revealed	 by	 language,	 although	 never	 confused	 with	 it’	 [emphasis	
original].141	Laughery	insists	that	God’s	relationship	with	language	is	the	same	as	
with	 the	 rest	 of	 creation,	 namely	 he	 is	 related	 to	 it	 and	 distinct	 from	 it.	
Consequently	 for	 Laughery	 the	Word	 of	 God	 addresses	 the	 whole	 of	 life	 and	
there	 is	 no	 need	 for	 a	 division	 between	 religious	 language	 and	 other	 types	 of	
language.	 He	 confirms	 that	 ‘whether	 scientific,	 ordinary	 or	 religious,	 “all”	
language	has	a	capacity,	 in	a	meaningful,	referential,	dynamic	manner,	to	point	
back	to	the	Creator’.142	This	unified	understanding	of	all	 language	as	capable	of	
conveying	 the	 truth	 about	 God	 brings	 a	 new	 perspective	 to	 the	 discussion	 on	

















	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 provides	 further	 arguments	 against	 distinguishing	
between	 religious	 language	 and	 other	 types	 of	 language	 since	 it	 argues	 that	
human	cognition	and	language	are	perspectival,	dependent	on	embodiment,	and	
species-specific.	 As	 mentioned	 before,	 John	 Sanders	 argues	 that	 there	 is	 no	
special	 conceptual	 apparatus	 in	human	brains	designed	 to	 talk	 about	God,	but	
instead	 ‘we	 use	 our	 everyday	 conceptual	 structures	 to	 think	 about	 God	 and	
religion’.143	His	 insights	 are	 especially	 vital	 for	 understanding	 nature	 of	 God’s	
written	 revelation	 in	 metaphors	 and	 images	 since	 he	 points	 out	 that	 God	
communicating	 with	 people	 utilizes	 ‘normal	 human-embodied	 perceptual	
system’.144	It	 means	 that	 even	 these	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images	 that	 are	
created	under	unique	inspiration	of	God	are	based	on	human	conceptual	system,	
which	means	that	God	presents	himself	using	human	terms.		
	 Therefore,	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 there	 is	 no	
difference	 in	 comprehending	 and	 describing	 the	 concept	 of	 God	 and	 other	
abstract	 concepts.	 Such	 process	 is	 based	 on	 the	 same	 mechanism	 of	
understanding	one	conceptual	domain	in	terms	of	another	and	since	our	domain	
of	 experience	 is	 located	 in	 our	 physical	 world	 this	 is	 the	 domain	 where	 our	




However,	 as	 humans	we	do	not	 have	 any	other	way	of	 conceptualizing	
the	reality	 than	by	using	our	perception	shaped	by	our	embodiment,	and	even	







ruler	 (v.	 9-10),	 shepherd	 (v.	 11),	 as	 the	 one	 who	 ‘sits	 above	 the	circle	 of	 the	
earth’	 and	 ‘stretches	 out	 the	 heavens	 like	 a	curtain’	 (v.	 22).	 In	 the	 following	
chapters	 he	 depicts	 God	 as	 ‘a	 king,	 master,	 warrior,	 father,	 husband,	 and	
mother’.145	Each	 of	 these	metaphors	 presents	 different	 characteristics	 of	 God,	
but	presents	 them	in	human	terms.	Moreover,	 in	 the	Bible	God	 is	portrayed	 in	
very	 anthropomorphic	 ways	 as	 the	 one	 who	 speaks,	 sees,	 hears,	 sits	 on	 the	
throne,	and	whose	hand	is	not	too	short	to	help.	
	 Cognitivists	 also	 point	 out	 that	 attempts	 of	 developing	 a	 separate	
category	of	religious	language	are	insufficient.	They	say	that	even	the	traditional	
negative	 way	 of	 speaking	 about	 God	 is	 based	 on	 human	 concepts.	 When	
theologians	 define	 God	 being	 transcendent	 as	 being	 beyond	 or	 outside,	 they	






of	 two	 concepts,	whereas	 blending	 theory	 explains	 how	bringing	 together	 two	






































Paul,	 in	 the	 Epistle	 to	 the	 Colossians,	 makes	 an	 even	 more	 striking	
statement	when	he	says,	‘The	Son	is	the	image	of	the	invisible	God’	and	‘God	was	
pleased	to	have	all	his	fullness	dwell	in	him’	(Col.	1:15-19).	In	Christ	the	invisible	
becomes	 visible,	 since	 he	 is	 the	 one	 that	 allows	 people	 to	 see	 the	 unseen.	
Gerhard	von	Rad	 lists	possible	ways	the	word	 image	(εἰκὼν)	was	used	 in	Greek	
and	 includes	 also	 more	 metaphorical	 examples	 such	 as	 a	 mental	 image,	
similitude,	 living	 image,	 likeness,	 embodiment,	 and	 manifestation.151	Von	 Rad,	
while	commenting	on	 image	(εἰκὼν)	 in	Colossians	1:15,	stresses	the	equality	of	









perceives	 Christ	 as	 the	 prefect	 revelation	 of	 God—	 the	 one	 in	 whom	 God’s	
fullness	bodily	dwelt.152	
Peter	 K.	 Stevenson	 and	 Stephen	 Wright,	 in	 Preaching	 the	 Incarnation,	
provide	their	readers	with	important	insights	regarding	Christ	being	the	image	of	
God.	First	 they	argue	that	the	Pauline	words	about	the	Son	being	the	 image	of	
the	 invisible	 God	 do	 not	 refer	 to	 ‘the	 eternal	 pre-existent	 Word,	 but	 to	 the	




[…]	 the	 firstborn	 over	 all	 creation.	 For	 in	 him	 all	 things	 were	 created:	
things	 in	heaven	and	on	earth,	 visible	and	 invisible,	whether	 thrones	or	
powers	or	rulers	or	authorities;	all	things	have	been	created	through	him	




same	 time,	 Christ	 fulfils	 the	 role	 that	 the	 first	 humans	 lost.	 He	 rules	 over	 the	
whole	 creation,	which	he	also	 created.	Hence,	 Stevenson	and	Wright	 conclude	
that	Christ	being	 the	 image	of	 the	 invisible	God	means	 that	 ‘Jesus	Christ	 is	 the	




God	 not	 just	 in	 their	 one	 aspect	 or	 their	 function,	 I	 argue	 that	 an	 analogical	















The	 fact	 that	 Christ	 is	 the	 image	 of	 God	 has	 serious	 implications	 for	
developing	theology	of	preaching	and	these	will	be	presented	in	the	later	part	of	
this	 chapter.	 However,	 at	 this	 point,	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 stressed	 that	 Christ’s	
Incarnation	as	an	example	of	God’s	revelation	in	images	is	yet	another	argument	




Holy	Spirit	 is	 the	one	who	conforms	believers	 to	 the	 image	of	Christ	and	 there	





the	revelation	of	God	 in	 the	 Incarnation	of	Christ	–	 the	 image	of	God	–	 is	both	
preached	by	Christians	in	their	sermons	and	visible	in	Christians	in	their	lives	as	
they	are	becoming	living	images	of	Christ.	As	a	result	their	bodies	are	the	temple	







The	 act	 of	 Incarnation	 establishes	 another	 link	 between	 theology	 and	
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 justifying	 its	 use,	 but	 also	 showing	 its	 usefulness	 in	
conveying	theological	concepts.	The	Incarnation	not	only	reinforces	the	idea	that	
we	 are	 not	 limited	 to	 our	 human	 perspective	 and	 there	 is	 God	who	wants	 to	




divine	 and	 human	 and	 shows	 the	 lengths	 that	 God	 went	 to	 enter	 the	 human	
conceptual	system	and	communicate	in	human	language.		
The	 fact	 that	 God	 became	 a	 human	 is	 the	 strongest	 argument	 for	
confessing	 theistic	 theology	 and	 engaging	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	 examination	
and	 communication	of	biblical	 concepts.	God	entered	our	world	 as	 a	historical	
character	of	Jesus	from	Nazareth,	which	is	the	foundational	belief	of	Christianity	
and	this	act	of	revelation	that	took	place	in	a	form	of	a	human	being	with	human	
perception	 allows	 the	 employing	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 as	 the	 means	 of	
examining	Christ’s	Incarnation	and	his	words.			
Interestingly,	 one	 of	 the	 key	 assumptions	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 is	 the	




An	 example	 of	 productivity	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	 theology	 can	 be	
seen	 in	 Zoltán	Kövecses’	 attempt	 to	apply	 it	 to	 interpreting	and	explaining	 the	
doctrine	of	the	Incarnation	of	Christ.	In	his	analysis	he	refers	to	the	prologue	to	
the	Gospel	 of	 John	 stressing	 that	God	 is	 the	Word	 and	 the	 essence	of	 Christ’s	
coming	is	to	become	an	embodiment	of	God’s	Word.	He	explains	that	‘As	such,	
Jesus	metonymically	also	stands	for	God,	the	metonymic	chain	being	EMBODIMENT	
OF	INSTRUMENT	stands	 for	 the	 INSTRUMENT	 itself	 that	 stands	 for	 the	AGENT.	That	 is,	
we	 have	 the	 EMBODIMENT	 OF	 THE	 WORD	 OF	 GOD	 FOR	 THE	 WORD	 OF	 GOD	 FOR	 GOD	
HIMSELF’.157	
Then,	 while	 referring	 to	 various	 passages	 from	 the	 Gospels,	 Kövecses	
identifies	a	series	of	metaphors	related	to	the	Incarnation.	Based	on	the	Gospel	
texts	 he	 perceives	 the	 birth	 of	 Jesus	 as	 the	 coming	 of	 God’s	Word	 to	 people,	










God	was	 physically	 present	 among	 people	 and	 this	 fact	 reflects	 the	metaphor	
EXISTENCE	IS	PRESENCE	HERE	(‘A	new	age	is	here’,	‘the	Word	became	flesh,	and	dwelt	
among	us’).	Finally,	Christ	as	the	perfect	image	of	God	and	embodiment	of	God’s	




coming	 of	 Christ	 and	 describe	 the	 biblical	 concept	 of	 the	 Incarnation.	 More	




in	 his	 own	 image,	 when	 he	 revealed	 himself	 through	 the	 biblical	 images,	 and	
finally	when	he	revealed	himself	 in	Christ	who	is	the	image	of	the	Father.	Since	
God	 uses	 metaphors	 and	 images	 as	 essential	 means	 of	 his	 self-revelation,	 it	
provides	the	theological	justification	for	their	use	in	sermons	that	convey	God’s	
revelation.	Considering	the	fact	that	God’s	revelation	took	place	in	human	terms	
which	 included	human	beings	 in	their	 totality,	 the	written	revelation	expressed	
in	human	language,	and	the	Incarnation	when	God	became	a	human,	it	is	helpful	
to	utilize	Cognitive	Linguistics	as	a	tool	for	examination	of	this	revelation.	This	set	
of	 theories	 provides	 a	 theoretical	 framework	 and	 practical	 approach	 to	
understand	human	cognition	as	expressed	in	language.		
	 The	 idea	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 is	 also	 important	while	 applying	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 to	 preaching	 because	 it	 brings	 the	 theistic	 perspective	 and	 in	 this	
respect	 widens	 the	 view	 advocated	 by	 this	 theory	 that	 is	 limited	 only	 to	 the	
perspective	of	human	minds.	 If	our	perception	of	reality	 is	merely	a	product	of	
our	 embodiment	 and	 experiences,	 how	 did	 ideas	 of	 God,	 afterlife,	 eternity,	















in	sermons	 is	 justified	because	of	the	manner	of	God’s	revelation	 in	 images.	As	
recipients	of	God’s	revelation	preachers	are	able	to	see	images	in	themselves	as	
they	are	created	in	the	image	of	God,	in	the	Bible	since	it	is	filled	with	imagery,	
and	 in	Christ,	as	he	 is	the	 image	of	God.	Therefore,	they	have	to	use	 images	 in	
sermons	 because	 when	 they	 preach	 they	 inevitably	 bring	 themselves	 to	 the	
pulpit	as	people	created	in	the	image	of	God.	They	preach	biblical	metaphors	and	
images,	 and	 finally	 they	 proclaim	 the	message	 about	 Christ	 the	 image	 of	God.	
These	 images	 seem	 to	 be	 indisputable	means	 of	 conveying	God’s	 revelation	 is	
sermons.		
However,	 when	 trying	 to	 find	 the	 best	 ways	 of	 presenting	 biblical	
revelation,	 preachers	 have	 to	 define	 their	 role	 and	 limits	 of	 their	 authority.	
Should	 they	 only	 repeat	 and	 explain	 biblical	metaphors?	 Can	 they	 convey	 the	
meaning	 of	 biblical	 texts	 creating	 new	 metaphors?	 These	 issues	 will	 be	
addressed	in	the	first	part	of	this	section.	Its	purpose	is	not	to	resolve	all	of	those	
serious	hermeneutical,	theological,	and	linguistic	problems,	but	rather	depict	the	
scope	 of	 challenges	 preachers	 face	 and	 define	 preachers’	 role	 and	 authority	
when	 it	 comes	 to	 preaching	metaphors.	 In	 order	 to	 define	 the	 preachers’	 role	




















for	understanding	preaching	 that	utilizes	metaphors	and	 images.	 It	will	 also	be	
demonstrated	 that	 the	 notion	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 understood	 in	 terms	 of	
embodiment	 of	 speaking	 of	 God	 that	 is	 expressed	 images	 leads	 to	 developing	
Trinitarian	 theology	 of	 preaching.	 Thus,	 before	 examining	 how	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 may	 enrich	 and	 transform	 our	 methodology	 of	 interpreting	 the	
biblical	text	and	preaching,	it	is	in	order	to	give	some	insights	regarding	theology	
of	 preaching	 that	 are	 based	on	previous	 discussions	 presented	 in	 this	 chapter.	
Principles	presented	in	the	following	sections,	even	though	rooted	in	the	idea	of	
God’s	revelation	in	images,	actually	apply	to	all	preaching	not	only	preaching	that	







	 Various	 scholars	 perceive	 preaching	 differently,	 so	 in	 this	 section	 three	
major	 views	 on	 preaching	 will	 be	 presented:	 cognitive-propositional,	
experiential-expressivist,	and	cultural-linguistic.		
Those	 who	 adhere	 to	 a	 cognitive-propositional	 approach	 to	 preaching,	
like	Haddon	Robinson,	understand	preaching	as	‘the	communication	of	a	biblical	
concept’.161	For	 Robinson	 preaching	 is	 propositional	 in	 nature	 and	 it	 is	 about	
discovering	 the	 biblical	 concept	 through	 the	 process	 of	 exegesis	 and	
communicating	 it	 to	 the	 listeners.	 However,	 before	 this	 concept	 can	 be	
communicated	 and	becomes	 the	 sermon	 idea,	 it	 has	 to	 go	 through	 a	 series	 of	












finally	 they	 create	 the	 homiletical	 idea,	 which	 becomes	 the	 main	 idea	 of	 a	
sermon	or	 its	dominant	 thought.	 It	 is	a	sermon	 in	a	nutshell.162	The	purpose	of	
preaching	 is	 to	 communicate	 the	 biblical	 concept	 in	 a	 way	 that	 reaches	 the	
contemporary	listeners.		
The	notion	of	identifying	the	main	controlling	idea	of	a	text	that	becomes	
the	main	 idea	 of	 the	 sermon	 has	 been	widely	 discussed	 among	 homileticians.	
Eugene	 Lowry	 believes	 that	 the	 Bible	 is	 largely	 ‘non-propositional’	 and	 argues	
that	 any	 attempt	 to	 reduce	 the	 text	 to	 propositional	 statements	 distorts	 its	










but	 still	 have	 some	ways	 of	 expressing	 the	 text	 and	 narrowing	 the	 sermon	 to	
some	kind	of	 a	 statement.	Critics	 say	 that	 if	 a	 single	 sentence	 can	 capture	 the	
meaning	of	the	whole	text,	there	is	no	need	for	a	text	any	more	and	at	times	it	is	
left	behind	since	preachers	give	the	audience	 its	main	 idea.	 In	some	traditional	
sermons	 preachers	 focused	 more	 on	 explaining	 and	 analysing	 the	 dominant	
thoughts	 of	 their	 sermons	 than	 actually	making	 an	 exposition	 of	 the	 text	 and	













Therefore,	 it	 can	 be	 argued	 that	 biblical	 preaching	 is	 more	 than	 just	
communicating	 the	biblical	 concept,	but	 it	 is	 rather	 communicating	 the	biblical	
text	 that	 can	 be	 expressed	 in	 a	 form	 of	 the	 concept.	 Moreover,	 Robinson’s	
preaching	practice	 goes	beyond	 just	 communicating	 the	main	 idea	of	 the	 text.	
After	reading	and	listening	to	numerous	of	his	sermons,	I	came	to	the	conclusion	
that	 even	 though	 he	 always	 identifies	 the	 main	 idea,	 his	 preaching	 is	 very	
textually	 focused.	 Consequently,	 from	 my	 perspective,	 preaching	 biblical	
concepts	should	supplement	exposition	of	the	text	instead	of	substituting	it.		
Utilizing	George	Lindbeck’s	terminology,	there	is	a	turn	in	homiletics	from	
cognitive-propositional	 preaching	 to	 its	 experiential-expressivist	
understanding.168	Proponents	 of	 an	 experiential-expressivist	 approach	 such	 as	
Charles	 Rice,	 Fred	 Craddock,	 Eugene	 Lowry,	 and	 others	 argue	 that	 a	 sermon	
should	 have	 narrative	 qualities	 and	 has	 to	 connect	 the	 Bible	 story	 with	 the	
listeners’	 stories	 and	 their	 experience. 169 	The	 listeners	 not	 only	 should	
understand	the	 text,	but	also	experience	 its	meaning	and	mood.	Such	sermons	
begin	 with	 a	 problem	 or	 a	 depiction	 of	 a	 contemporary	 situation	 and	 move	
toward	the	biblical	resolution	or	to	the	point	where	the	audience	can	 interpret	
the	problem	from	a	biblical	perspective.	Supporters	of	this	approach	understand	
a	sermon	as	a	 ‘Word	event’	 that	 is	supposed	to	be	revelatory,	experiential	and	
transformational.	Preachers	 like	Rice,	Craddock,	and	Lowry	 frequently	use	non-
biblical	 stories	 to	 convey	 the	 biblical	 ideas	 trying	 to	 relate	 them	 to	 human	
experience.	 They	 not	 only	 strive	 to	 communicate	what	 the	 text	 says,	 but	 also	
what	 it	 does,	which	means	 that	 in	 their	 preaching	 they	 attempt	 to	 capture	 its	
mood	and	rhetorical	function.	
However,	while	critiquing	experiential	preaching	Charles	Campbell	argues	











since	 preaching	 should	 not	 be	 based	 on	 analysis	 of	 contemporary	 situation,	
human	needs,	experiences,	but	on	 the	Word	of	God	as	 the	only	starting	point.	
Preachers	 are	 not	 to	 evoke	 hidden	 thoughts	 and	 emotions,	 but	 present	 the	
biblical	message.170	Thomas	Long,	while	having	a	different	approach	to	preaching	
from	 Campbell’s,	 is	 also	 critical	 of	 experiential	 preaching	 and	 warns	 against	
preaching	 that	 seeks	 to	 generate	 emotions.	 His	 point	 is	 that	 preaching	 may	
create	 an	 experience,	 but	 it	 does	 not	 mean	 that	 people	 actually	 experience	
God.171		
On	the	contrary,	Charles	Campbell	while	developing	his	understanding	of	




expressive	 model	 of	 religion	 that	 assumes	 that	 religions	 are	 products	 of	 an	
experience.	 For	 him	 religion	 is	 not	 based	 on	 a	 body	 of	 doctrines	 or	 beliefs	 to	
adhere	 to,	 but	 rather	 it	 functions	 like	 an	 idiom	 ‘that	 makes	 possible	 the	
description	of	 reality,	 the	 formulation	of	beliefs,	 and	 the	experiencing	of	 inner	
attitudes,	 feelings,	and	sentiments’.172	He	compares	religions	to	a	 language	and	
culture	because	they	are	communal	phenomena	that	shape	those	who	belong	to	
the	 community.	 Lindbeck	 argues	 that	 to	 become	 a	 religious	 person	 ‘involves	














language	 use’.174	Charles	 Campbell	 while	 discussing	 implications	 of	 Hans	 Frei’s	
cultural-linguistic	 approach	 to	 biblical	 interpretation	 stresses	 that	 for	 Frei	 the	
text	is	more	than	just	the	written	Scripture	but	it	is	the	‘enacted	text’	of	a	given	
culture	with	 its	 symbolic	 system,	 performative	 language,	 community	 practices,	
and	traditions.175		
Stephen	Wright	provides	a	balanced	criticism	of	Frei’s	approach	stressing	
that	 even	 though	 Frei	 emphasizes	 the	 need	 of	 protecting	 the	 integrity	 of	
Scripture	 and	 taking	 it	 on	 its	 own	 terms,	 he	 excessively	 limits	 its	 imaginative	





the	 biblical	 concept,	 evoking	 experience	 of	 the	 biblical	 text	 or	 helping	 the	
listeners	 to	 become	more	 skilled	 in	 using	 the	 language	 of	 the	 Bible,	which	
becomes	a	way	of	re-describing	their	vision	of	the	world	and	expressing	their	







In	 the	 context	 of	 such	 diverse	 views	 of	 preaching,	 the	 question	 about	
preachers’	 role	 and	 authority	 in	 using	 non-biblical	 images	 and	 metaphors	 or	
creating	new	ones	becomes	even	more	urgent.		
Haddon	Robinson,	while	 being	 a	 proponent	of	 a	 cognitive-propositional	











and	stories	 that	 illustrate	meaning	of	 the	biblical	 text	and	help	 the	 listeners	 to	








that	 reach	 the	 contemporary	 listeners.	 Therefore,	 they	 can	 use	 images,	
metaphors,	 and	 stories	 that	 will	 help	 them	 achieve	 this	 purpose	 and	
communicate	in	modern	terms	what	the	text	says	and	what	it	does.		
However,	 Campbell	 criticizes	 the	 idea	 of	 preachers	 being	 translators	 of	
the	 biblical	 message	 into	 contemporary	 language	 and	 using	 other	 stories	 to	
convey	the	biblical	story.177	He	challenges	the	 idea	that	a	non-biblical	story	can	
convey	the	same	content	and	evoke	the	same	emotion	as	the	biblical	one.	In	his	
view,	 introducing	 a	 different	 content	 in	 a	 form	 of	 a	 different	 story	 creates	 a	
different	 experience	 than	 the	 one	 created	 by	 the	 biblical	 text.178	Instead	 of	
focusing	 on	 finding	more	 relevant	 stories	 or	 wondering	 where	 people	 are,	 he	
follows	Hans	 Frei	 and	 opts	 for	 acquainting	 the	 listeners	with	 the	 biblical	 story	
and	its	language	in	such	a	way	that	they	are	able	to	‘hear	the	story	truthfully	and	
use	the	language	rightly’.179		
For	 Frei,	 not	 a	 narrative	 form	 is	 the	 key	 to	 the	 biblical	 revelation,	 but	


















listeners	with	 the	biblical	 story	 and	 its	 language	 remembering	 that	 the	biblical	
images	and	metaphors	are	a	new	language	Christians	need	to	learn	to	talk	about	
God	 and	 themselves,	 and	 to	 live	 as	 God’s	 people.	 However,	 while	 doing	 so,	
proponents	of	a	cultural-linguistic	model	face	a	danger	of	making	their	sermons	
remote	 from	 everyday	 struggles	 of	 their	 listeners	 and	 loosing	 evocative	 and	
emotive	dimensions	of	the	biblical	text.		
Thus,	while	reflecting	on	these	various	views	on	the	preachers’	role	from	
the	 perspective	 of	 my	 earlier	 theological	 discussion	 on	 God’s	 revelation	 and	
Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 I	 have	 observed	 that	 the	 different	 views	 on	 God’s	
revelation	 and	 the	 image	 of	 God	 tend	 to	 emphasize	 just	 one	 aspect	 of	 God’s	
revelation	and	the	same	applies	to	presented	preaching	theories.	The	preaching	
approaches	 described	 above	 usually	 focus	 just	 on	 one	 facet	 of	 revelation	 and	
communication,	 which	 are	 perceived	 as	 propositional,	 experiential	 or	 cultural-
linguistic.	 However,	 while	 reflecting	 on	 the	 mode	 of	 revelation,	 I	 notice	 its	
richness	 and	 diverse	 nature	 that	 includes	 propositional	 statements	 about	 God	
and	 his	 character,	 God’s	 actions	 and	 experiences	 people	 had	 with	 him,	 and	
finally,	 its	cultural-linguistic	dimensions	that	allow	forming	a	new	community	of	
faith.	 God’s	 revelation	 also	 encompasses	 a	 whole	 variety	 of	 forms	 including	
metaphors	and	images,	which	are	among	the	most	prominent	ones.		
As	described	in	the	earlier	sections	of	this	chapter,	even	God’s	revelation	
in	 images	 as	 seen	 in	 the	 act	 of	 creation	 of	 people,	 God’s	 revelation	 in	 biblical	
images,	and	in	Christ’s	Incarnation	is	very	holistic	in	nature.	The	image	of	God	in	














Therefore,	 while	 using	 Lindbeck’s	 terminology	 it	 can	 be	 said	 that	
preaching	 employing	 metaphors	 should	 have	 a	 cognitive-propositional	
dimension	because	metaphors	as	a	part	of	God’s	 revelation	convey	knowledge	
about	 God.	 As	 suggested	 by	 proponents	 of	 experiential	 preaching,	 metaphors	
and	images	have	evocative	character	because	as	they	involve	our	emotions	and	
imagination.	Lastly,	as	proposed	by	adherents	of	a	cultural-linguistic	model,	they	
are	 community-forming	devices	 that	 give	 sense	of	 identity,	 common	 language,	
and	 purpose.	 Consequently,	 if	 preaching	 is	 to	 reflect	 the	 nature	 of	 God’s	
revelation	as	depicted	earlier,	 it	should	employ	metaphors	and	images	and	aim	
at	 conveying	 propositional	 knowledge,	 touching	 on	 experience	 and	 creating	 a	
cultural-linguistic	 community	 that	 knows	 its	 own	 language.	 Thus,	 images	 and	
metaphors	play	a	vital	role	in	conveying	God’s	revelation.			
Accordingly,	 while	 seeking	 an	 answer	 to	 the	 question	 of	 preachers’	
authority	to	create	new	metaphors	to	convey	biblical	revelation,	 it	needs	to	be		
said	 that	 the	Bible	does	not	 limit	 the	use	of	new	metaphors	 to	proclaim	God’s	
revelation,	but	on	the	contrary,	it	provides	numerous	examples	of	biblical	writers	
creating	 new	 metaphors	 and	 images.	 As	 it	 was	 pointed	 out	 earlier,	 many	
metaphors	used	in	the	Bible	have	human	origin.	The	apostle	Paul,	while	writing	
after	 the	death	and	 resurrection	of	 Jesus,	did	not	 feel	 restrained	 to	using	only	
Old	Testament	 images,	but	he	 created	new	ones	 to	present	his	message	more	
clearly.	 Some	 of	 his	 metaphors	 and	 images	 were	 rooted	 in	 his	 cultural	
experiences,	for	instance	images	of	armour,	soldiers,	sports,	slavery,	and	others	
(Eph.	6:11-17;	2	Tim.	2:3-5;	Rom.	1:1,	6:15-23).	
Furthermore,	 while	 analysing	 biblical	 revelation	 in	 images	 and	
metaphors,	we	can	notice	that	over	centuries	they	changed	and	different	biblical	




readers.183	From	 our	 perspective,	 metaphors	 and	 images	 that	 were	 close	 to	
cultural	 experiences	 of	 biblical	 writers	 and	 their	 readers	 often	 are	 remote	 to	








does	 it.	 Especially,	 that	 he	 did	 not	 only	 preach	 the	 word,	 but	 he	 is	 the	Word	
incarnate.	 As	 it	 will	 be	 explained	 in	 greater	 detail	 in	 the	 next	 section,	 Christ’s	
Incarnation	provides	a	model	for	preaching.		





explains	 how	 to	 use	 non-biblical	 illustrations	 and	 examples,	 which	 ‘bring	
together	 images	 from	 different	 realms	 of	 experience’	 and	 he	 calls	 them	 ‘the	
native	tongue	of	faith’.185		
	 Craig	 Ott,	 while	 discussing	 the	 issue	 of	metaphors	 from	 a	missiological	
perspective,	 points	 out	 that	 ‘[f]inding	 a	 common	 frame	of	 reference	or	 shared	
experience	is	essential	to	effective	cross-cultural	communication’.186	He	supports	
the	idea	of	‘redemptive	analogies’	by	recalling	a	story	of	Peace	Child	as	described	
by	 Don	 Richardson.	 In	 a	 culture	 where	 betrayal	 was	 a	 virtue,	 Judas	 was	















	 Hence,	 using	 images	 in	 preaching	 can	 be	 defended	 on	 the	 theological	
grounds	referring	to	the	doctrine	of	revelation	and	the	Incarnation	of	Christ	as	a	
model	for	preaching.	This	concept	is	justified	on	biblical	grounds	since	the	Bible	









and	 to	 speak	 of	 God’.188	Therefore,	while	 attempting	 to	 define	 preaching,	 it	 is	
necessary	to	place	the	whole	discussion	in	the	theological	context.		
Christian	preaching	does	not	exist	without	God’s	 revelation	 that	 can	be	
understood	as	God’s	speaking.	Preachers	can	speak	about	God	because	God	first	
spoke	about	himself.	 The	 idea	of	God’s	 revelation	 seen	as	God’s	 speech	 is	 not	
new	 in	 Christian	 theology.	 Pasquarello	 while	 analyzing	 the	 history	 of	 the	
theology	 of	 preaching	 points	 to	 Augustine	 who	 in	 his	 preaching	 ‘attributed	
special	 status	 to	 Christian	 revelation,	 the	 Word	 of	 God	 speaking	 through	
Scripture	 and	 human	 speech	 to	 God's	 people,	 verbum	 dei	 in	 sermo	 dei’.189	He	
also	 gives	 an	 example	 of	 Luther	 who	 ‘considered	 Holy	 Scripture	 to	 be	 an	






















and	 their	 preaching	 becomes	 the	 speech	 of	 God	 himself,	 which	 is	 always	
Trinitarian	 in	 nature.	 Therefore,	 the	 doctrine	 of	 the	 Trinity	 is	 not	 only	
fundamental	 for	 Christian	 theology	 as	 expressed	 by	 Karl	 Barth	 who	 says	 that	
‘Trinity	is	the	Christian	name	for	God’,	but	it	is	vital	for	our	understanding	of	the	
task	of	preaching.193	
The	 church	 fathers	 while	 trying	 to	 depict	 the	 communion	 and	
cooperation	 of	 the	 divine	 persons	 used	 the	 term	 περιχώρησις	 (perichoresis),	
which	‘comes	from	the	prefix	peri	(‘around’)	and	the	verb	choreo	 (‘to	go’	or	‘to	
contain)’	and	it	describes	‘the	Father	and	the	Son	being	in	one	another,	and	the	
Holy	 Spirit	 in	 both’	 which	 results	 in	 ‘the	 Trinitarian	 persons	 ‘containing’	 one	
another’.195	It	means	 that	 divine	 persons	 ‘cannot	 be	 separated	 as	 though	 they	
are	different	 from	each	other’	and	they	are	all	 involved	 in	every	activity	of	 the	
Trinity	 as	 seen	 in	 the	 act	 of	 creation,	 revelation,	 redemption,	 and	many	 other	
actions	 of	 God.196	Therefore,	 it	 is	 not	 also	 surprising	 that	 they	 cooperate	with	
















Numerous	 theologians	have	attempted	 to	provide	 their	own	definitions	
of	 Trinitarian	 preaching.	 Even	 though	 they	 come	 from	 different	 traditions,	
present	diverse	preaching	styles,	and	put	different	emphasis	while	explaining	the	
idea	 of	 Trinitarian	 preaching,	 they	 agree	 that	 this	 doctrine	 is	 fundamental	 for	
understanding	the	task	of	preaching.	For	instance,	Steve	Holmes	who	claims	that	
in	order	to	comprehend	the	significance	of	a	church	ministry	such	as	preaching,	
Christians	 have	 to	 realize	 that	 ‘the	 Church	 participates	 through	 the	 Spirit	 in	
ministry	of	Christ	which	was	given	to	him	by	the	Father’.197	Michael	Quicke	talks	
about	‘The	Father	who	speaks	forth	his	Word	in	creation	and	revelation,	the	Son	
is	 the	eternally	 spoken	Word,	 and	 the	Spirit	 causes	 the	Word	 to	be	heard	and	







Pasquarello	 while	 reflecting	 on	 the	 Trinitarian	 theology	 of	 preaching	
points	out	 that	 since	Christian	preaching	 ‘takes	place	 in,	with,	and	 through	 the	
initiative	 of	 and	 activity	 of	 the	 Triune	 God’,	 human	 speakers	 and	 listeners	
respond	and	participate	 ‘in	 the	prior	gift	of	God's	 speech,	 the	Word	spoken	by	


















Christian	 preaching,	 then,	 is	 theological	 rhetoric,	 a	 gift	 of	 the	 Spirit,	 in	
which	Christ,	 the	 Incarnate	Word	spoken	by	the	Father,	condescends	to	




What	 is	 essential	 in	 the	 understanding	 of	 both	 God’s	 revelation	 and	
preaching	 in	 terms	 of	 God’s	 speech	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 this	 speech	 becomes	
embodied	and	is	expressed	in	 images,	which	 is	the	foundation	for	developing	a	
Trinitarian	theology	of	preaching	that	utilizes	metaphors	and	images.		
Speaking	 of	 God	 always	 takes	 a	 tangible	 form.	 Thus,	 when	 God	 spoke	
while	 creating	 the	 world,	 his	 speech	 was	 embodied	 in	 a	 form	 of	 the	 whole	





believers,	 conforming	 them	 to	 the	 image	 of	 the	 Son,	 which	 is	 an	 on-going	
process.	The	Holy	Spirit	makes	possible	for	God’s	speech	to	become	embodied	in	
humans	transforming	them	into	the	likeness	of	Christ.		
In	 this	whole	 process,	 the	 notion	 of	 embodiment	 is	 significant	 since	 as	












makes	 the	 image	 of	 the	 Father	 visible	 and	 accessible	 to	 people	 and	 redeems	
them	 from	 their	 sins;	 and	 eventually,	 there	 is	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	 who	 forms	 the	
image	of	the	Son	in	Christ’s	followers,	so	that	they	can	grow	into	the	likeness	of	
Christ,	becoming	his	visible	images	in	the	world.		
Therefore,	 Christian	 preaching	 is	 Trinitarian	 in	 its	 nature,	 which	means	
that	while	 using	 biblical	 and	 non-biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images	 that	 expound	













and	 the	 Holy	 Scriptures	 are	 the	 written	 representation	 of	 that	 Word,	 which	
creates	 a	 conversation	 or	 “sermon”	 between	 God	 and	 God’s	 people’.202	Since	
speaking	 of	 God	 became	 embodied	 in	 the	 form	 of	 Scripture	 and	 scriptural	
images,	 Christian	 preaching	 employs	 biblical	 and	 non-biblical	 images	 that	
expound	 biblical	 revelation,	 which	means	 that	 Christian	 preaching	 seeks	 to	 be	
committed	to	the	faithful	communication	of	the	Scripture.		
John	 Stott	 makes	 two	 fundamental	 statements	 about	 the	 Scripture,	
namely,	‘Scripture	is	God’s	Word	written’	and	‘God	still	speaks	through	what	he	











saying	that	preaching	 is	 ‘an	 instrument	of	 the	active	and	real	presence	of	God,	
divine	 address	 mediated	 through	 scriptural	 speech	 to	 accomplish	 God’s	
purpose’.205	Thus,	 through	 proclamation	 of	 the	Word	 of	 God	 the	 listeners	 can	
experience	the	presence	of	God	and	hear	him	speaking	to	them.		
Considering	 that	 images	 and	 metaphors	 have	 played	 a	 crucial	 role	 in	
God’s	 revelation,	 Christian	 preaching	 seeks	 to	 use	 metaphors	 and	 images	 to	
expound	biblical	texts	in	general	and	metaphorical	texts	in	particular.	Hence,	on	
one	 hand,	 preachers	 need	 to	 find	 images	 and	 metaphors	 for	 concepts	 they	










proclaiming	 about	 God	 who	 created	 people	 in	 his	 image.	 Since	 God	 created	




While	 reading	 the	 Bible	 it	 can	 be	 discovered	 that	 it	 presents	 the	 great	










biblical	 passages	 should	 be	 viewed	 in	 the	 larger	 context	 of	 the	 history	 of	
salvation.	While	reading	the	Old	Testament	narratives	it	becomes	apparent	that	
‘Jews	 wrote	 history	 because	 they	 were	 convinced	 that	 God	 acted	 through	
historical	 events,	 namely	 they	 perceived	 it	 as	 God’s	 history’.206	Leland	 Ryken	
while	arguing	about	the	uniqueness	of	the	Bible	states	that	 ‘it	 is	pervaded	by	a	
consciousness	 of	 God’	 and	 it	 ‘constantly	 affirms	 a	 God-centered	 world	 view’,	
where	‘God	is	not	only	the	supreme	value,	but	he	also	gives	identity	to	all	other	
aspects	 of	 experience’.207	Sidney	 Greidanus	 asserts	 that	 ‘the	 Bible	 reveals	 his	
theocentric	nature’,	because	in	the	Bible	everything	‘is	viewed	in	relationship	to	
God:	 the	 world	 is	 God’s	 creation;	 human	 beings	 are	 image-bearers	 of	 God;	
salvation	belongs	to	God’,	which	means	that	‘of	life	belongs	and	is	governed	by	
God’.208	He	also	confirms	this	God-centred	character	of	the	Bible	by	analysing	its	
various	 literary	 genres	 and	 convincingly	 shows	 that	 their	 focus	 is	 theocentric	
even	 in	 these	 passages	 where	 God	 seems	 to	 be	 invisible	 or	 even	 absent.209	
Finally,	 Pasquarello	 asserts,	 ‘the	 Bible	 is	 God-centered	 just	 as	 the	 worship	
assembly	 is	God-centered	 in	 its	prayer,	praise,	and	proclamation’.210	Therefore,	
God’s	 character	 and	 his	 actions	 are	 to	 be	 the	 content	 of	 Christian	 preaching,	
which	can	be	seen	as	‘as	both	divine	and	human	activity,	and	as	a	theological	and	
pastoral	activity	that	locates	us	in	God's	story’.211		
Haddon	 Robinson,	 while	 reflecting	 on	 the	 theocentric	 nature	 of	
preaching,	 expresses	 his	 conviction	 that	 since	 ‘the	 Bible	 is	 a	 book	 about	God’,	
every	biblical	text	presents	a	certain	vision	of	God.212	Hence,	the	most	important	
question	 preachers	 can	 ask	 is	 about	 what	 the	 text	 says	 about	 God.	 Then	 the	















preacher	 to	 move	 from	 the	 theocentric	 text	 to	 the	 theocentric	 sermon	
application,	which	 finds	 answers	 to	our	 human	predicament	 in	 the	nature	 and	
actions	 of	God.213	If	 God	 had	 not	 spoken	 first,	we	would	 not	 be	 able	 to	 speak	




As	 pointed	 out	 earlier,	 the	 idea	 that	 God	 created	 us	 in	 his	 image	 is	
another	example	of	God’s	speech	being	embodied	and	taking	the	physical	form,	




God’s	 authority	 over	 the	 whole	 of	 the	 creation	 in	 general	 and	 our	 lives	 in	
particular.		




especially	 human	 beings’.214	The	 Triune	 God	 who	 is	 love	 and	 shares	 this	 love	
within	the	Trinity	wants	to	extend	it	to	his	creatures	by	inviting	them	to	enter	a	
relationship	 with	 him.	 Therefore,	 the	 assertion	 that	 God	 is	 the	 creator	 is	
foundational	for	developing	a	theocentric	worldview.	
Additionally,	the	idea	of	creation	in	the	image	of	God	implies	that	despite	
cultural	 and	 ideological	 differences	 there	 is	 common	 ground	 between	 the	










the	 same	 gospel.215	Thus,	 even	 when	 preaching	may	 take	 place	 in	 an	 adverse	
environment	 where	 there	 are	 key	 differences	 in	 the	 worldview	 and	 beliefs,	
preachers	and	listeners	share	the	fact	that	they	are	made	in	the	likeness	of	God.	




point	 is	 further	 explained	by	 Timothy	Keller	who	argues	 that	 people	 ‘still	 have	
strong	moral	convictions,	but	unlike	people	in	other	times,	they	do	not	have	any	





of	 God	 is	 a	 shared	 quality,	 it	 can	 serve	 as	 a	 starting	 point	 for	 establishing	 a	
common	ground	of	understanding	and	developing	common	language	shared	by	
preachers	and	listeners.	This	common	ground	in	preaching	finds	its	expression	in	
in	 sermons	 dealing	with	 issues	 that	 people	 universally	 care	 about	 and	 identify	
with.	 It	 also	 creates	 a	 space	 for	 a	 shared	 action	 including	 Christians	 and	 non-
Christians	to	get	involved	in	projects	that	are	perceived	as	universally	good.		
However,	it	needs	to	be	stressed	that	Christian	preaching	always	needs	to	
be	 theologically	 informed	and	as	 such	may	 start	with	 common	universal	moral	
issues,	 but	 must	 not	 fall	 into	 a	 trap	 of	 moralism	 or	 social	 activism	 without	
pointing	 to	 the	 ultimate	 source	 and	 judge	 of	 our	 values	 –	 God.217	Keller	while	



















Lesslie	 Newbigin	 defines	 his	 task	 of	 preaching	 along	 the	 similar	 lines	





	 In	 the	 next	 chapters,	 a	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 perspective	 on	 cultural	






















be	 expressed	 by	 developing	 an	 incarnational	 perspective	 and	 a	 holistic	
understanding	of	preaching	in	a	soteriological	context.		
	 In	 the	earlier	part	of	 this	 chapter,	 the	notion	of	 Jesus	being	 the	perfect	
image	of	the	Father	was	explained.	The	Incarnation	of	Christ	is	holistic	in	nature	




can	 also	 serve	 as	 a	 model	 of	 preaching,	 which	 has	 been	 widely	 presented	 in	











Thus	 in	 popular	 preaching,	 the	 lowly,	 earthly	 style	 incarnate	 in	 Christ	
embodied	in	Scripture,	which	was	favored	by	the	Fathers	–	sermo	humilis	
–	was	capable	of	overcoming	barriers	that	might	impede	hearing,	evoking	
a	 world	 of	 the	 divine	 accommodating	 itself	 to	 the	 lowly	 in	 the	 plain,	
humble	Word	through	preachers	who	exemplified	its	character.222	
	
Consequently,	 Christ’s	 humility	 and	 ability	 to	 accommodate	 his	 style	 to	









incarnational	 sermons	 that	 help	 to	 overcome	 barriers	 the	 listeners	 face	 while	
listening	to	the	Word	of	God.		
	 David	 Day	 explains	 this	 idea	 stating	 that	 preaching	 that	 ‘embodies	 the	
Word	 also	 makes	 heavy	 use	 of	 images,	 pictures,	 analogies,	 similes	 and	
metaphors’.	He	also	provides	biblical	examples	of	 such	a	visual	communication	
by	 saying	 that	 ‘the	 great	 doctrines	 of	 Christianity	 began	 life	 as	 pictures:	
redemption,	 justification,	 election,	 repentance	 —	 bought	 out	 of	 slavery,	
pronounced	not	guilty,	picked	out	of	the	crowd,	changing	our	outlook’.225	Hence,	
incarnational	 preaching	 does	 not	 dwell	 on	 abstractions,	 but	 involves	 the	
concrete,	physical,	and	visual.	
Additionally,	 it	needs	 to	be	 stressed	 that	Christ	 in	his	 Incarnation	 is	not	




forgiveness,	 but	 also	 he	 shows	 how	 to	 love	 enemies	 and	 forgive,	 he	 talks	 on	
prayer,	but	also	shows	how	to	pray.	Christ	embodies	in	his	actions	the	message	
he	presents	in	his	words.	
Christ	 in	 his	 Incarnation	 also	 is	 an	 example	 of	 the	 right	 attitude	 and	
motivation	 in	 preaching,	 as	 Darrell	 Johnson	 notices,	 ‘The	 Word	 made	 flesh	
submits	all	his	speaking	to	the	word	of	the	One	who	sent	him.	This	suggests	to	
me	that	the	most	basic	motive	in	preaching	is	not	to	win	the	hearer	(as	crucial	as	
that	 is)	 but	 to	 please	 the	 Sender’.226	Therefore,	 Christ’s	 Incarnation	 not	 only	
models	 a	 preaching	method	 but	 also	 shows	 that	 truly	 incarnational	 preaching	
always	 should	 take	 place	with	 an	 attitude	 of	 complete	 submission	 to	God	 and	
aim	at	bringing	glory	to	God	only.	
Consequently,	our	preaching	should	be	incarnational	 in	the	sense	that	it	









conceptualizing	 the	 world,	 their	 communication	 patterns,	 and	 uses	 images	
familiar	to	them.	In	order	to	be	effective,	preaching	has	to	present	the	messages	






1.2.3.4	 Purpose	 of	 preaching:	 Conformed	 by	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	 to	 the	 image	 of	
Christ		
	
The	 result	 of	 Trinitarian	preaching	 is	 to	 see	 the	preachers	 and	 listeners	
transformed	by	the	Holy	Spirit	and	conformed	to	the	image	of	Christ	by	growing	
in	his	 likeness,	which	means	 that	 speaking	of	God	has	 to	become	embodied	 in	
lives	of	the	listeners.	This	conviction	is	deeply	rooted	in	the	nature	of	the	Word	
of	God.	As	 Johnson	emphasizes	the	Word	of	God	 ‘is	 living	and	active,	powerful	
and	 creative’	 and	 as	 such	 it	 ‘not	 only	 informs,	 it	 performs,	 it	
transforms’. 227 Therefore	 preaching	 should	 be	 characterized	 by	 a	 pastoral	
approach	to	the	listeners	and	holistic	understanding	of	God’s	transformation.	
However,	some	publications	create	the	impression	that	the	preachers	are	


















improve	 the	 form	 and	 delivery	 techniques	 through	 innovation	 and	 use	 of	
multimedia.229	To	 some	 extent	 it	 might	 be	 true	 that	 preachers	 may	 help	 the	


















who	 causes	 this	 transformation	 in	 people.	 Johnson	 believes	 that	 ‘expository	
preaching	 is	 not	 about	 getting	 a	 message	 out	 of	 the	 text;	 it	 is	 about	 inviting	
people	 into	 the	 text	 so	 that	 the	 text	 can	 do	 what	 only	 the	 text	 can	 do’.233	
Therefore,	preaching	 is	not	about	 increasing	people’s	knowledge	about	God	or	
the	Bible,	but	mostly	about	helping	them	in	the	process	of	transformation,	which	















Johnson	while	 reflecting	 on	 this	 transformative	 dimension	 of	 preaching	
grounds	it	in	the	transformative	nature	of	God’s	speaking:		
	
When	 the	 living	God	 speaks	 something	 happens	 .	 .	 .	 always.	When	 the	






effective	when	 the	 preachers	 speak	God’s	 speech	by	 proclaiming	 faithfully	 the	
Word	of	God.	
	 Hence,	 preaching	 is	 grounded	 in	 the	 understanding	 of	God’s	 Trinitarian	
nature.	As	such	it	is	biblical	in	its	content	because	it	conveys	biblical	metaphors	
and	images;	theocentric	in	its	context	because	people	are	created	by	God	in	his	
image	and	can	 find	 their	place	 in	God’s	 redemptive	history;	 incarnational	 in	 its	
focus	 because	 Christ	 is	 the	 perfect	 image	 of	 God;	 and	 pastoral	 in	 its	 purpose	
because	the	Holy	Spirit	uses	the	Word	of	God	to	transform	the	listeners	into	the	
likeness	of	the	image	of	Christ.	It	means	that	Christians	while	being	transformed	
by	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	 in	 the	 image	 of	 Christ,	 in	 a	 sense,	 are	 the	 means	 of	 God’s	

















In	 conclusion,	 the	 notion	 of	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 preaching	
that	 uses	 biblical	 and	 non-biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images	 requires	 providing	 a	
theological	context	that	 is	rooted	in	God’s	revelation	that	 includes	both	the	act	
of	 revelation	 and	 the	 means	 of	 revelation.	 For	 cognitivists	 human	 embodied	
mind	 is	 the	 only	 tool	 of	 perception	 and	 conceptualization,	 so	 the	 human	
perspective	 is	 the	 only	 one	 available.	 However,	 the	 fact	 of	 God’s	 revelation	
challenges	this	concept	both	expanding	our	human	perspective	and	setting	some	
boundaries	on	the	cognitivists’	claims	regarding	the	existence	of	any	all-knowing	
mind.	 Actually,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 confirms	 claims	 of	 Christian	 theology	 that	
people	are	incapable	of	verifying	the	existence	of	God	and	knowing	him	relying	
on	their	own	minds.		
Even	 though	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 as	 a	 pragmatic	 approach	 has	 its	







Linguistics	 that	 provides	 a	 systematized	 theoretical	 framework	 for	 such	 an	
analysis.		
Moreover,	 the	means	 of	God’s	 revelation	 as	 seen	 in	 the	 image	of	God,	
biblical	 images,	 and	 in	 Christ	 gives	 justification	 for	 employing	 metaphors	 and	
images	 in	 sermons.	 Since	 God	 employed	metaphors	 and	 images	 to	 self-reveal	
himself,	as	preachers	we	cannot	escape	from	using	them	in	our	sermons.	Thus,	





revelation.	 This	 conviction	 is	 rooted	 in	 my	 understanding	 of	 preaching	 that	 is	
shaped	by	a	holistic	and	Trinitarian	understanding	of	God’s	 revelation	and	also	
Cognitive	 Linguistics’	 holistic	 perception	 of	 human	 beings	 that	 overcomes	 the	































	 ‘We	 are	 in	 the	 midst	 of	 metaphormania.	 Only	 three	 decades	 ago	 the	
situation	was	just	the	opposite:	poets	created	metaphors,	everybody	used	them,	
and	 philosophers	 (linguists,	 psychologists,	 etc.)	 ignored	 them’	 observed	 Mark	
Johnson.236	The	 perception	 of	 metaphor	 has	 changed	 from	 conceiving	 it	 as	 a	
pure	 embellishment	 not	 carrying	 any	 weight	 in	 arguments	 except	 for	 its	
illustrative	 and	decorative	 value	 to	metaphor	being	 ‘pervasive	 in	 everyday	 life,	
not	just	in	language	but	in	thought	and	action’.237	In	order	to	develop	a	coherent	
methodology	 of	 interpreting	 metaphors,	 preaching	 them,	 and	 using	 them	 in	
sermons,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 trace	 a	 process	 of	 forming	metaphor	 theories	 and	
understanding	 basic	 assumptions	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	 general	 and	
conceptual	metaphor	theory	in	particular.	
Therefore,	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	 chapter	 is	 to	 present	 a	 linguistic	
justification	 for	 employing	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 and	 especially	 conceptual	
metaphor	 theory	 for	 analysing	 metaphors	 and	 images.	 Consequently,	 this	
chapter	 will	 be	 divided	 into	 two	 parts.	 The	 first	 part	 will	 be	 devoted	 to	
understanding	the	main	developments	 in	metaphor	theory	and	while	surveying	
major	approaches	to	metaphors,	I	will	focus	on	three	issues,	namely:	a	definition	
of	 metaphor,	 a	 relationship	 between	 elements	 creating	 metaphor,	 and	 the	
meaning	 of	metaphor.	 In	 the	 second	 part	 of	 this	 chapter,	 these	 issues	will	 be	
used	 as	 signposts	 in	 the	 discussion	 about	 linguistic	 reasons	 why	 Cognitive	













contribution	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory,	 it	 is	 in	
order	 to	 survey	 historical	 developments	 in	 metaphor	 studies.	 The	 issue	 of	
metaphors	 has	 been	 discussed	 since	 Aristotle	 who	 claimed,	 ‘If	 one	 wants	 to	
master	speech,	one	must	master	metaphor.’238	He	believed	that	metaphors	play	
a	vital	role	both	in	poetics	and	rhetoric	since	in	poetry	they	are	to	give	insights	
through	 artistic	 imitation	 (mimesis),	 but	 in	 rhetoric	 they	 are	 needed	 to	 make	
arguments	 more	 persuasive.239	Even	 though,	 Aristotle	 valued	 metaphor	 as	 an	





Cicero	 had	 a	 similar	 perception	 of	 metaphor	 and	 he	 claimed	 that	 ‘A	
metaphor	is	a	brief	similitude	contracted	into	a	single	word’.242	He	insisted	that	it	
is	 based	 on	 the	 idea	 of	 replacing	 one	word	with	 another	 and	 some	 degree	 of	

























Perception	of	metaphor	changed	 further	when	Kant	 introduced	his	 idea	




is	 found	 in	 their	 capacity	 to	 evoke	 more	 ideas	 and	 meaning	 than	 could	 be	
expressed	 in	 literal	 statements.	 Thus,	 Kant’s	 contribution	 is	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 he	
attempted	 to	 explain	 the	 originality	 of	 language	 that	 is	 based	 on	 the	 fact	 that	
people	using	 their	 creativity	 are	 capable	of	 conceiving	aesthetic	 ideas.245	Later,	
Romantic	poets	such	as	Johann	Wolfgang	Goethe,	Samuel	Taylor	Coleridge,	and	
William	Wordsworth,	and	a	psychiatrist	Sigmund	Freud	questioned	the	dominant	
role	 of	 human	 reason,	 turning	 from	 intellectual	 to	 emotive.246	Their	 findings	
paved	 the	 way	 for	 future	 research	 both	 on	 human	 cognition	 and	 the	 role	 of	
metaphor.	
The	 attitude	 towards	 metaphors	 changed	 in	 twentieth	 century	 with	
arrival	of	scholars	such	as	Philip	Wheelwright,	Monroe	Beardsley,	Max	Black,	and	



















language,	 but	 rather	 as	 the	 dominant	 principle	 of	 thought	 that	 permeates	 all	
language.	 Richards	 and	 Black	 claimed	 that	metaphors	 often	 convey	 ideas	 that	
cannot	 be	 conveyed	 using	 any	 other	ways	 of	 expression.248	Therefore,	 in	 their	
opinion,	metaphors	 cannot	 be	 paraphrased	 and	 reduced	 to	 literal	 statements.	
Especially,	 Paul	 Ricoeur	 emphasized	 the	 necessity	 of	 cognitive	 approach	 to	
metaphors	since	their	comprehension	takes	place	in	the	sphere	of	thoughts	and	
ideas.	He	pointed	out	 that	 the	essence	of	a	metaphor	 is	 a	 juxtaposition	of	 the	
concepts	 based	 on	 dissimilarity	 between	 them.	 Therefore,	 using	 Dan	 Stiver’s	
depiction,	 there	 was	 a	 shift	 in	 perception	 of	 metaphor	 as	 ornamental	 to	
metaphor	as	cognitive.249		
Bonnie	 Howe	 while	 conducting	 a	 survey	 on	 traditional	 views	 of	
metaphors	 found	 them	 lacking,	 since,	 among	 other	 reasons,	 they	 do	 not	 take	
into	 consideration	 the	 newest	 findings	 in	 human	 psychology	 and	 neurological	
make	 up	 that	 change	 our	 perception	 of	 human	 cognition	 and	 language	which	
results	 also	 in	 theoretical,	 pragmatic,	 and	 linguistic	 deficiencies	 of	 these	
traditional	 approaches.250	Thus,	 she	 gives	 a	 number	 of	 reasons	 from	 linguistics	
that	demonstrate	the	need	of	the	new	and	more	comprehensive	approach.	For	
instance,	 she	 points	 out	 that	 if	 it	 was	 true	 that	 metaphors	 were	 examples	 of	
deviant	uses	of	words	that	occur	in	the	realm	of	linguistic	expressions	instead	of	
thoughts,	 each	 metaphorical	 expression	 should	 convey	 a	 different	 metaphor.	
However,	cognitivists	showed	that	one	metaphor	could	be	behind	a	number	of	
metaphorical	 expressions	 that	 are	based	on	a	 single	 concept.	 For	 example,	we	
use	the	idea	of	a	journey	to	talk	about	life,	marriage,	career,	education	and	other	















choice	 of	 images	 they	 use	 reveals	 some	 aspects	 of	 their	 perception	 of	 reality,	
which	 is	 embodied	 and	 perspectival.	 Metaphors	 are	 not	 deviant	 elements	 of	
language	or	embellishments,	but	rather	they	are	an	important	part	of	 language	
and	everyday	communication	which	often	is	understood	intuitively	and	instantly.		
While	 reflecting	 on	 the	 advantages	 of	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 in	
comparison	 to	 other	 approaches,	 Kövecses	 stresses	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	
comprehensive,	 generalized	 in	 nature,	 and	 empirically	 tested.	 This	 theory	 is	
comprehensive	 since	 it	 takes	 into	 consideration	 a	 wide	 spectrum	 of	 issues	
related	to	metaphors	such	as	 its	relation	to	other	figures	of	speech,	acquisition	
of	 metaphors,	 cultural	 universality	 and	 variation,	 teaching	 metaphors	 and	
language	 acquisition,	 metaphors	 in	 different	 forms	 of	 discourse,	 and	 others.	
Even	 though	 other	metaphor	 theories	 touch	 upon	 these	 issues,	 only	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 and	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 do	 it	 in	 such	 a	 comprehensive	
manner.253			
Conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 is	 also	 generalized	 in	 nature	 because	 it	
‘attempts	to	connect	what	we	know	about	conceptual	metaphor	with	what	we	
know	about	the	working	of	language,	the	working	of	human	conceptual	system,	
and	 the	 working	 of	 culture’.254	It	 takes	 into	 account	 findings	 in	 such	 fields	 of	
science	 as	 linguistics,	 philosophy,	 sociology,	 psychology,	 and	 neuroscience.	 As	
such	 it	 provides	 new	 perspectives	 on	 ways	 of	 how	 metaphorical	 meaning	
emerges	 and	 ‘challenges	 the	 traditional	 view	 that	 metaphorical	 language	 and	














Finally,	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 is	 empirically	 tested	 in	 various	
experiments	 that	 ‘have	 shown	 that	 conceptual	 view	 of	 metaphors	 is	 a	
psychologically	viable	one:	that	is,	it	has	psychological	reality’	and	as	such	‘it	can	
be	 seen	 as	 a	 key	 instrument	 not	 only	 in	 producing	 new	 words,	 but	 also	 in	
organizing	human	 thought’.256	The	newest	neurological	 research	has	 confirmed	
numerous	notions	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	and	conceptual	metaphor	theory	that	
will	be	described	in	more	detail	in	this	thesis.				
	 At	 this	 point	 it	 seems	 to	 be	 prudent	 to	 introduce	main	 theories	 of	 the	
metaphor	including	a	substitution	theory,	comparison	theory,	interaction	theory,	
and	contributions	of	scholars	such	as	Ricoeur,	Austin,	and	Searle.	While	doing	so,	
special	emphasis	will	be	placed	on	 the	definition	of	metaphor,	 the	 relationship	
between	elements	creating	the	metaphor,	and	its	meaning.	The	purpose	of	this	
section	is	not	only	to	provide	an	overview	of	key	approaches	to	metaphor,	but	to	
show	 how	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 advances	 our	 understanding	 of	 the	






This	 theory	 can	 be	 illustrated	 by	 using	metaphor	 in	 a	 form	 A	 is	 B,	 e.g.	
‘John	 is	 a	 fox’	where	A	 is	 C,	which	means	 that	 ‘John	 is	 cunning’.	 Therefore,	 in	
order	 to	 understand	 this	 metaphor,	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 paraphrased	 into	 literal	
language	and	the	word	fox	has	to	be	substituted	with	cunning.	Thus,	Max	Black,	
while	 explaining	 this	 theory,	 says	 that	 according	 to	 this	 view	 ‘the	 focus	 of	 a	
metaphor,	 the	word	 or	 expression	 having	 distinctly	metaphorical	 use	within	 a	
literal	frame,	is	used	to	communicate	a	meaning	that	might	have	been	expressed	











elements	 creating	 the	 metaphor	 and	 find	 the	 proper	 word,	 which	 allows	
reducing	the	meaning	of	metaphor	to	a	literal	phrase.	
Consequently,	 according	 to	 this	 theory,	 metaphors	 serve	 decorative	
purposes	 to	 add	 variety	 to	 a	 discourse,	 make	 argument	 more	 appealing,	 and	
evocative.	Black	also	emphasizes	another	function	of	some	metaphors	namely	as	
‘a	 species	of	 catachresis’,	which	he	defines	as	 ‘the	use	of	a	word	 in	 some	new	
sense	 in	order	to	remedy	a	gap	in	the	vocabulary’.	He	states	that	catachresis	 is	





reducing	metaphors	 to	 literal	meanings	 results	 in	 ignoring	 ‘a	 cognitive	 content	
not	provided	equally	by	the	literal	term	for	which	the	metaphor	is	the	figurative	









If	 according	 to	 a	 substation	 theory	metaphor	 A	 is	 B	means	 that	 A	 is	 C,	












or	 similarity’.261	It	 is	based	on	 identifying	 similarities	between	 two	entities	 that	
are	 supposed	 to	be	 ‘like’	 in	 some	 respects.	 In	his	opinion,	 this	 theory	presents	
metaphors	 as	 ‘condensed	 or	 elliptical	 similes’	 and	 it	 is	 ‘a	 special	 case	 of	 a	
‘substitution	 view’’.262	Thus,	 again	 the	 meaning	 of	 metaphors	 emerges	 when	
similarity	between	two	compared	elements	is	identified	and	understood.		
However,	there	are	several	weaknesses	of	this	theory.	For	instance,	Janet	
Soskice	 points	 out	 that	 this	 approach	 based	 on	 identifying	 similarities	 ‘fails	 to	
mark	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 good	 metaphor	 does	 not	 merely	 compare	 two	
antecedently	 similar	 entities,	 but	 enables	 one	 to	 see	 similarities	 in	 what	




One	 of	 the	 main	 problems	 of	 a	 comparison	 theory	 is	 the	 fact	 that	
similarity	 cannot	 always	 be	 easily	 and	 clearly	 identified.	 Black	 highlights	 that	 a	
comparison	 theory	 ‘suffers	 from	 vagueness	 that	 borders	 upon	 vacuity’	 since	






Searle	 questions	 the	 idea	 that	 metaphors	 are	 based	 on	 a	 comparison	 of	 two	
actually	existing	objects	because	 in	case	of	 some	metaphors	entities	compared	













assertion	 is	 not	 necessarily	 an	assertion	 of	 similarity’	 [emphasis	 original].266	He	
argues	 that	 a	 relationship	 between	 these	 two	 objects	 is	 not	 based	 on	 actual	
similarities,	but	often	on	similarities	that	are	believed	to	be	true.		
Along	 similar	 lines,	 I.A.	 Richards	 makes	 a	 distinction	 between	 sense	
metaphors	 and	 emotive	metaphors	 indicating	 that	 the	 first	 ones	 are	 based	 on	
similarity	 between	 sensations,	whereas	 the	 second	ones	on	 similarity	 between	
feelings.267	Richards	believes	that	the	same	statement,	depending	on	its	context,	









	 Adherents	 to	 an	 interaction	 theory	 of	 metaphor	 claim	 that	 if	 we	 have	
metaphor	in	a	form	A	is	B	the	meaning	emerges	as	an	interaction	between	A	and	
B.	 Even	 though	 Max	 Black	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 the	 pioneer	 of	 an	 interaction	
theory,	he	developed	 it	 standing	on	 shoulders	of	his	predecessor	 I.A.	Richards.	
Therefore,	 before	 analysing	 Black’s	 approach,	 it	 is	 essential	 to	 touch	 upon	 the	
key	aspects	of	Richards’	theory.		

















go	beyond	analysing	 just	a	 literary	utterance	and	how	 it	works,	but	one	has	 to	
see	the	utterance	in	the	connection	with	thoughts,	emotions,	and	other	activities	
of	the	mind,	which	is	a	step	toward	conceptual	metaphor	theory.		
Richards	 defines	 metaphor	 as	 ‘two	 thoughts	 of	 different	 things	 active	
together	 and	 supported	 by	 a	 single	 word,	 or	 phrase,	 whose	 meaning	 is	 a	
resultant	 of	 their	 interaction’.	 Metaphors	 are	 not	 to	 be	 seen	 in	 terms	 of	
‘displacement	 of	 words’,	 but	 as	 ‘a	 borrowing	 between	 and	 intercourse	 of	
thoughts,	 a	 transaction	 between	 contexts’	 [emphasis	 original].270	In	 order	 to	
systematize	 the	 whole	 metaphor	 study,	 he	 introduces	 two	 terms:	 tenor	 and	
vehicle,	which	refer	to	both	halves	of	a	metaphor.	‘The	tenor	is	the	main	subject	
of	 a	 metaphor,	 while	 the	 vehicle	 is	 that	 to	 which	 the	 tenor	 is	 compared’.271	
Consequently,	he	 states	 that	 ‘co-presence	of	 the	vehicle	and	 tenor	 results	 in	a	
meaning	 (to	 be	 clearly	 distinguished	 from	 the	 tenor)	 which	 is	 not	 attainable	
without	 their	 interaction’.272 	Therefore,	 the	 meaning	 of	 metaphor	 does	 not	
emerge	as	a	result	of	finding	similarities	between	the	tenor	and	the	vehicle,	but	
rather	it	is	an	effect	of	interaction	between	them.		




subject.	 Each	 of	 these	 two	 subjects	 has	 its	 set	 of	 characteristics	 that	 do	 not	
necessarily	reflect	dictionary	definitions	about	men	and	wolves	or	even	have	to	
be	true.	Instead,	they	express	what	the	speaker	believes	what	is	true	about	men	
and	wolves.	Black	argues	 that	 ‘for	 the	metaphor’s	effectiveness	 is	not	 that	 the	
commonplaces	 shall	 be	 true,	 but	 they	 should	 be	 readily	 and	 freely	 evoked’.273	










Consequently,	Black	explains,	 ‘the	principal	subject	 is	 ‘seen	through’	the	
metaphorical	expression	–	or,	if	we	prefer,	that	the	principal	subject	is	‘projected	
upon’	 the	 field	 of	 subsidiary	 subject’. 274 	Thus,	 we	 use	 one	 system	 of	
commonplaces	 to	 organize	 our	 perception	 of	 another	 system.	 This	 interaction	
between	 two	 systems	 of	 associated	 commonplaces	 depicted	 as	 filtering	 or	
projecting	 results	 in	 extension	 of	 meaning	 or	 ‘shifts	 in	 meaning	 of	 words	
belonging	to	the	same	family	or	system	as	the	metaphorical	expression’.275	This	
projection	 of	 two	 systems	 cannot	 be	 reduced	 to	 any	 literal	 comparison	 or	
paraphrase.	
Black’s	 theory,	 even	 though	 considered	 to	 be	 a	 landmark	 in	 a	 study	 of	
metaphors,	was	 criticized	and	amended	by	other	 scholars.	 It	 has	been	pointed	







metaphors	 and	his	 approach	 is	 a	 significant	 step	 towards	 Cognitive	 Linguistics’	
view	 of	metaphors.	 Hence,	 in	 this	 section	 the	most	 important	 elements	 of	 his	
approach	will	be	presented.		
Paul	Ricoeur	developed	his	own	approach	to	metaphors	standing	on	the	
shoulders	 of	 Richards,	 Black,	 Beardsley,	 and	others.	 Even	 though	he	 stresses	 a	
great	value	of	 their	work	and	theories,	he	also	points	out	existing	gaps	 in	 their	
proposals.	 In	 his	 opinion,	 these	 gaps	 cannot	 be	 filled	 if	 the	 whole	 study	 of	
metaphors	does	not	move	into	a	new	field	of	psychology.	Ricoeur	believes	that	









Thus,	 Ricoeur	 while	 elucidating	 on	 importance	 of	 imagination	 in	
understanding	metaphors	builds	on	Kant’s	concept	of	‘productive	imagination	as	








negativity	brought	by	 the	 image	 in	 the	metaphorical	 process’.281	Mark	 Johnson	
calls	 it	 a	 ‘negative	 step’	 in	 which	 ‘primary	 reference	 to	 everyday	 world	 is	
suspended,	in	order	to	make	possible	a	new	creative	reference,	a	“remaking”	of	


























we	 rely	 only	 on	 the	 common	 or	 usual	 lexical	 values	 of	 our	 words	
[emphasis	original].284		
	
In	 his	 opinion,	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	whole	 process	 of	 collapse	 of	
meaning	 and	 emergence	 of	 a	 new	 one,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 consider	 semantic	





To conclude this discussion on Ricoeur’s view of metaphors, it 
needs to be said, that Ricoeur’s contribution is in the fact that he perceives 
metaphors as cognitive phenomena. He believes that in order to explain 
how they function, it is not sufficient to rely only on philosophy or 
linguistics, but to perceive them in the context of human psychology, 
emotions, and imagination, which makes his proposal closer to Cognitive 
Linguistics’ approach. Moreover, he is not satisfied with traditional 
understanding of metaphors that was based on similarity and he stresses 



















understanding	and	 is	especially	 important	 in	analysis	of	biblical	metaphors	and	
images.	In	order	to	do	so,	the	idea	of	performative	character	of	language	will	be	
briefly	explained.		
It	has	been	observed	 that	 language	does	not	only	 serve	 the	purpose	of	
exchanging	 information,	but	among	 its	many	other	functions,	 it	 is	performative	
in	 its	 nature.	 Stephen	Wright	 shares	 his	 three	 convictions	 about	 the	 nature	 of	
language.	 First,	 he	 points	 out	 that	 all	 humans	 ‘are	 embedded	 in	 language,	 yet	
have	 power	 to	 shape	 it’	 actively	 using	 it	 and	 creating	 new	 word	 associations	
[emphasis	 original].287	Second,	 Wright	 says	 that,	 ‘words	 do	 have	 meaningful	
reference	beyond	themselves	to	a	‘real’	world,	but	also	shape	our	perception	of	
it’.288	Not	 only	 do	 words	 point	 a	 language	 user	 to	 a	 language	 system,	 but	 to	
reality	beyond	 it.	Words	and	 sentences	evoke	emotions,	bring	back	memories,	
inspire	new	thoughts,	and	create	pictures	in	people’s	minds.	The	third	conviction	
about	 language	 is	 that	 ‘meaning	 is	 never	 final,	 but	 nonetheless	 words	 have	
effects’	[emphasis	original].289		
The	 question	 about	 words’	 effects	 has	 interested	 philosophers	 and	

























informed,	 comforted,	 warned,	 married,	 or	 received	 a	 promise.	 Austin	
distinguishes	the	locutionary	act,	which	‘has	meaning;	the	Illocutionary	act	which	
has	 certain	 force	 in	 saying	 something;	 the	 perlocutionary	 act,	 which	 is	 the	
achieving	 of	 certain	 effects	 by	 saying	 something’	 [emphasis	 original]. 291	
Accordingly,	words	have	a	performative	capability	and	have	consequences.							
	 Building	 on	 Austin’s	 model,	 John	 Searle	 develops	 his	 theory	 of	 speech	





what	 the	 word,	 expression,	 or	 sentence	 actually	 means’.292	In	 his	 opinion,	 a	
literal	 utterance	 determines	 a	 set	 of	 truth	 conditions	 relative	 to	 a	 particular	
context.	In	this	case	sentence	meaning	and	speaker’s	utterance	meaning	are	the	
same	 and	 the	 truth	 conditions	 of	 an	 utterance	 are	 determined	 by	 the	 truth	
conditions	 of	 a	 sentence.293	However,	 this	 is	 not	 the	 case	 when	 it	 comes	 to	
metaphorical	utterances.	Thus,	Searle	emphasizes,	‘The	basic	principle	on	which	
all	metaphor	works	is	that	the	utterance	of	an	expression	with	its	literal	meaning	
and	 corresponding	 truth	 conditions	 can,	 in	 various	 ways	 that	 are	 specific	 to	






these	 utterances	 are	 performative	 in	 nature	 and	 they	 have	 consequences	 in	






















	 As	 it	 will	 be	 shown	 in	 the	 following	 chapters,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	
advances	metaphors	studies	by	placing	them	in	the	context	of	human	cognition,	
embodiment,	 perception,	 and	 cultural	 background.	 Cognitivists	 show	 how	
metaphors	 not	 only	 express	 ideas,	 but	 have	 power	 of	 shaping	 ideas	 and	 have	
































metaphors	 and	 distinguishing	 them	 from	 literal	 language.	 Lakoff	 and	 Turner	
define	the	idea	of	metaphorical	by	starting	with	non-metaphorical	and	they	say	
that	a	concept	is	non-metaphorical	if	it	is	‘understood	and	structured	in	its	own	
terms	–	without	making	use	of	 structure	 imported	 from	a	completely	different	
conceptual	 domain’.296	Therefore,	 the	 word	 ‘dog’	 is	 not	 metaphorical	 since	 it	
does	not	utilize	any	other	concepts,	but	a	‘loyal	dog’	is	a	metaphorical	expression	
since	a	dog	is	described	in	terms	of	human	characteristics.	For	cognitive	linguists	






Hence,	 proponents	 of	 a	 cognitive	 approach	 to	 metaphors	 define	
conceptual	metaphors	as	 ‘understanding	and	experiencing	one	kind	of	 thing	 in	
terms	 of	 another’	 or	 ‘conceptualizing	 one	 domain	 of	 experience	 in	 terms	 of	


















or	 dissimilarity,	 comparison	 or	 substitution	 or	maybe	 interaction	 between	 two	
elements?	Cognitive	Linguistics	sheds	a	new	light	on	this	 issue	and	changes	our	
perception	of	metaphors.	Since	metaphors	are	conceptual	phenomena	and	are	
based	 on	 conceptualization	 of	 one	 domain	 in	 terms	 of	 another	 one,	 it	 is	 not	
similarity	between	elements	that	is	essential,	but	cross-domain	correlations	that	
result	in	perceived	similarity	between	domains.	This	similarity	is	based	not	on	the	




nonmetaphorical	 understanding’.298	It	 is	 so	 because	 our	 conceptual	 system	 is	
experiential	 in	 nature	 and	 largely	 based	 on	 our	 bodily	 experiences.	 Kövecses	
defines	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 as	 ‘a	 view	 of	 metaphor	 in	 which	 the	
metaphorical	 meaning	 construction	 is	 simply	 a	 matter	 of	 how	 our	 metaphors	
arise	 from	 correlations	 in	 experience	 (for	 correlation	 metaphors)	 or	 from	












can	 be	 experiential	 basis	 for	 conceptualizing	 love,	 anger,	 sexual	 pleasure,	
physical	effort,	busyness	or	psychological	pressure.300		
	 On	 the	 contrary,	 resemblance	 metaphors	 are	 based	 on	 similarities	
between	 experiential	 domains	 which	 means	 that	 a	 person,	 for	 example,	
correlates	 an	 experience	 of	 a	 long	 and	 uncomfortable	 journey	 with	 going	
through	 marriage	 crisis	 since	 both	 include	 an	 idea	 of	 moving,	 passing	 time,	
destinations,	effort,	and	difficulties.	As	a	result	a	metaphor	MARRIAGE	IS	A	JOURNEY	





Y	work	 and	 are	 understood,	whereas	 others	 do	 not	make	 sense	 to	 those	who	
hear	them,	came	to	a	conclusion	that	it	 is	mostly	because	of	neural	bindings	of	
our	brains.	When	people	conceptualize	their	experiences,	connections	between	




that	 conceptual	metaphors	 are	 not	 based	 on	 similarity	 of	 compared	 elements	







to	 literal	 propositional	 statements	 without	 loosing	 their	 meaning.	 As	 it	 was	









irreducibility	 of	 metaphors.	 This	 issue	 of	 conveying	 meaning	 of	 metaphors	 in	
propositional	statements	is	crucial	for	biblical	interpretation	and	preaching	since	
it	affects	preachers’	methodology	and	sermons’	forms.	As	it	was	stressed	in	the	
previous	 chapter,	 the	preachers’	 task	 is	 communicating	biblical	metaphors	 and	
images.	They	even	can	create	new	metaphors	and	images	to	convey	the	meaning	
of	 both	 metaphorical	 and	 non-metaphorical	 passages.	 However,	 the	 question	




metaphor.	 Paul	 Ricoeur	 talked	 about	 semantic	 innovation	 and	 both	 existing	





that	 create	 the	 metaphor	 or	 interaction	 between	 them.	 It	 is	 not	 a	 matter	 of	
words,	sentences,	and	even	just	language,	but	rather	the	meaning	resides	in	the	
sphere	of	thought	and	concepts	and	it	is	the	result	of	understanding	one	concept	
in	 terms	 of	 another.	 Nevertheless,	 these	 concepts	 do	 not	 exist	 in	 a	 vacuum.	
Human	communication	is	largely	based	on	a	strategy	of	exchanging	concepts	and	
conceptual	metaphors	 are	 not	 the	 only	 examples	 of	 numerous	 communicative	
																																																																		
302	In	their	studies	on	meaning	Lakoff	and	Turner	engage	in	a	discussion	with	The	Literal	Meaning	
Theory	 proving	 it	 false	 from	 the	 cognitive	 point	 of	 view.	 The	 Literal	 Meaning	 Theory	 can	 be	
summarized	in	two	claims:	The	Autonomy	Claim	and	the	Objectivist	Claim.	The	Autonomy	Claim	
assumes	that	all	conventional	language	by	nature	is	semantically	autonomous	and	consequently	
cannot	 be	 metaphorical.	 The	 Objectivist	 Claim	 is	 based	 on	 a	 presupposition	 that	 there	 is	 an	
objective	 reality	 that	 is	mind-free,	autonomously	 structured	 in	a	way	 that	does	not	depend	on	




semantically	 autonomous.	 They	 are	 grounded	 in	 our	 bodily	 and	 social	 experience	 and	 are	 not	
independent	from	our	minds	and	are	not	objectively	given.	They	also	believe	that	metaphorical	







used	 as	 a	 part	 of	 a	 larger	 discourse	 or	 even	 a	 communicative	 situation.
	 Fouconnier	 argues	 that	 language	 ‘does	 not	 “represent”	 meaning,	 it	
prompts	 for	 the	 construction	 of	meaning	 in	 particular	 contexts	with	 particular	
cultural	models	and	cognitive	resources’.303	Words	evoke	associations,	memories	
of	life	experiences	and	are	access	points	to	knowledge	stored	in	our	brains.	John	
Sanders	believes	 that	 ‘meaning	construction	 is	not	autonomous	 (independent),	
because	 it	 is	 integrated	with	 other	 forms	 of	 knowledge’.304	It	 is	 not	mind-free	
and	 non-perspectival,	 but	 dependent	 on	 our	 senses	 and	 bodily	 structure.	
Consequently,	 it	 needs	 to	be	 said	 that	 in	order	 to	establish	 the	meaning	of	 an	
utterance	 listeners	 need	more	 than	 just	 simply	 to	 understand	 the	meaning	 of	




and	 is	 flexible	 and	 dynamic.306	Our	 environment,	 social	 situations,	 and	 culture	




























idea	 of	 embodied	 minds.	 Former	 linguistic	 theories	 were	 just	 concerned	 with	





our	 bodies	 and	 of	 the	 environments	 we	 live	 in’	 and	 as	 a	 result	 of	 our	
embodiment	 ‘much	 of	 a	 person's	 conceptual	 system	 is	 either	 universal	 or	
widespread	across	languages	and	cultures’.308		
Mark	 Johnson	 goes	 even	 further	 and	 does	 not	 talk	 about	 putting	 the	
mind	back	in	the	body,	but	he	explains	the	idea	of	an	embodied	mind	by	talking	
about	 ‘putting	 the	 body	 back	 to	 the	 mind’. 309 	He	 argues	 that	 our	 bodily	
experiences	and	interactions	with	the	world	shape	our	minds,	our	thinking,	and	
conceptual	 systems.	 For	 example,	 our	 perception	 of	 the	 world	 is	 largely	
dependent	on	our	senses.	We	hear	a	certain	range	of	sounds,	see	a	certain	range	




	 Numerous	biblical	metaphors	 and	Christian	practices	 reflect	 the	 idea	of	
embodiment.	For	example,	one	of	the	biblical	metaphors	of	forgiveness	is	being	








baptism.	 This	 metaphorical	 expression	 is	 based	 on	 a	 conventional	 metaphor	
IMMORALITY	 IS	 IMPURITY	 or	 SIN	 IS	 IMPURITY	 and	 consequently	 removing	 of	 sin	 is	
pictured	in	terms	of	washing,	even	though	it	is	impossible	to	wash	our	souls	with	
water.	 Consequently,	 due	 to	 our	 embodiment	 physical	 acts	 such	 as	 baptism	
become	powerful	and	meaningful	images	of	internal	transformation	taking	place.	
We	use	the	metaphor	SIN	IS	BURDEN,	thus	we	talk	about	Christ	taking	our	sins	on	
himself	 and	 carrying	 them	 on	 the	 cross,	 which	 again	 reflects	 our	 own	
embodiment.		










transubstantiation,	 consubstantiation,	 spiritual	 presence	 or	 a	 symbolical	
approach,	understanding	the	meaning	of	this	event	in	terms	of	IDEAS	ARE	FOOD	and	
the	EMBODIMENT	OF	THE	WORD	OF	GOD	IS	OUR	FOOD,	may	not	 solve	all	 controversies,	
but	 might	 serve	 as	 a	 way	 of	 establishing	 a	 common	 ground	 between	 various	
groups	of	Christians	and	a	starting	point	for	a	further	discussion.		
	 Understanding	 the	 idea	 of	 embodiment	 is	 essential	 in	 rebutting	 an	











brown	 and	 black	 cat	 sitting	 on	 the	 mat’.311	It	 is	 the	 case	 because	 cognitivists	
insist	that	‘there	is	truth	as	correspondence	to	reality,	but	it	is	truth	according	to	
our	 embodied	 sensory	 and	 cognitive	 capacities’. 312 	Thus,	 even	 though	
embodiment	allows	some	differences	in	perception	or	perspective	depending	on	
individuals,	it	also	limits	these	differences.						
	 Consequently,	 conceptual	metaphor	 theory	 seems	 to	be	a	 very	 suitable	
instrument	 in	 the	 analysis	 of	 biblical	 metaphors	 that	 are	 means	 of	 God’s	
revelation.	 The	 idea	 of	 the	 embodied	mind,	which	means	 that	 our	 conceptual	
system	 is	 shaped	 by	 our	 bodily	 make	 up	 and	 our	 senses,	 is	 also	 essential	 for	
preaching	since	it	eradicates	traditional	dichotomies	between	the	mind	and	the	
body,	and	between	intellect	and	emotions.	It	allows	preachers	to	perceive	their	
listeners	 more	 holistically	 as	 psychophysical	 unities	 and	 preach	 to	 them	
accordingly	 without	 intention	 of	 addressing	 separately	 their	 intellect	 and	







	 The	purpose	of	 this	 chapter	was	 to	 show	how	Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	
especially	conceptual	metaphor	 theory	are	productive	 in	metaphor	studies	and	
advance	 our	 understanding	 of	metaphors	 and	 language.	 Conceptual	metaphor	
theory	does	not	just	rely	in	its	findings	on	linguistics,	but	it	gives	a	holistic	view	of	
metaphors	 that	 is	 based	 on	 the	 newest	 research	 in	 psychology,	 sociology,	
neuroscience,	 and	others.	 This	 theory	while	presenting	 the	 issue	of	metaphors	
does	not	 focus	only	on	words,	 sentences	or	 even	 language,	 but	on	 conceptual	








	 As	 opposed	 to	 traditional	 understanding,	 adherents	 of	 conceptual	
metaphor	theory	do	not	see	metaphors	as	decorations	of	language,	but	in	their	
view	 metaphors	 permeate	 language,	 which	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 largely	
metaphorical.		
	 While	 defining	 the	 meaning	 of	 metaphors	 adherents	 of	 conceptual	







life,	 career,	 relationships,	 sport,	 education,	 and	 others.	 Conceptual	 metaphor	
theory	 is	 based	 on	 the	 Generalization	 Commitment	 that	 seeks	 to	 recognize	
general	principles	governing	 language	and	it	also	acknowledges	the	fact	that	as	





























for	 development	 of	 principles	 of	 interpretation	 of	 biblical	 texts	 and	 biblical	
metaphors.	 Thus,	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	 chapter	 is	 not	 only	 to	 present	 the	 key	
elements	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 but	 also	 to	 demonstrate	 how	 they	 can	 be	
productive	 in	 biblical	 interpretation,	 which	 will	 be	 supported	 with	 biblical	
examples.			
The	whole	discussion	will	 be	 started	with	a	 general	presentation	of	 the	
model	of	 the	conceptual	world	and	how	as	humans	we	conceptualize	reality	 in	
terms	 of	 concepts.	 Next,	 I	 will	 describe	 notions	 of	 categories,	 prototypes,	 and	
frames	 in	 the	 context	of	Cognitive	 Linguistics	 showing	how	 their	 application	 to	
biblical	 studies	 provides	 preachers	 with	 additional	 tools	 for	 textual	 analysis,	
organizes	the	whole	process,	and	allows	one	in	a	more	systematized	way	to	gain	
better	 understanding	 of	 the	 world	 of	 the	 original	 readers.	 Even	 though	
numerous	scholars	have	undertaken	the	task	of	applying	Cognitive	Linguistics	to	
biblical	 interpretation,	 the	novelty	of	 this	 section	will	be	 found	 in	my	 study	on	
operations	of	categories	and	prototypes	that	we	can	distinguish	in	the	Bible.		
In	the	final	section,	 I	will	present	major	elements	of	metaphor	structure	
that	 will	 help	 in	 understanding	 the	 methodology	 of	 analysis	 of	 biblical	
metaphors.	This	section	will	be	concluded	with	the	notion	of	levels	of	metaphor	









Dirven	 and	 Radden	 express	 one	 of	 the	 key	 convictions	 of	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	that	has	been	stated	before	that	language	‘resides,	not	in	dictionaries,	
but	 in	minds	of	 the	 speakers	of	 that	 language’.314	As	 I	 asserted	 in	 the	previous	
chapter	meaning	 extends	 encyclopaedic	 definitions,	 but	 it	 is	 dynamic,	 actively	




the	 human	 conceptual	 system	 and	 the	 way	 it	 finds	 its	 expression	 in	 linguistic	
signs	 that	 we	 use.	 Thus,	 before	 analysing	 the	 key	 concepts	 that	 serve	 as	 the	
building	blocks	of	conceptual	metaphor	theory,	it	may	be	prudent	to	begin	with	
having	 a	 closer	 look	 at	 a	 general	 model	 of	 the	 conceptual	 world	 and	 the	
interconnections	between	human	conceptualizers	and	linguistic	signs.315		
Driven	 and	Radden	begin	with	 the	human	 conceptualizer	who	 interacts	




whole	 set	of	entities,	 such	as	 the	 concept	 “vegetable”’.316	They	notice	 that	 the	
concept	 of	 a	 vegetable	 is	much	 broader	 than	 the	 concept	 of	 a	mother	 and	 it	
creates	 a	 category	of	different	elements	 such	as	 cucumbers,	 potatoes,	 carrots,	
and	others.	This	notion	of	categorization	will	be	described	in	more	detail	 in	the	

























































	 	While	 applying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 interpreting	 biblical	 texts,	
preachers	encounter	notions	of	categories,	prototypes,	and	frames.	Cognitivists	
argue	 that	 categories,	 prototypes,	 and	 frames	 serve	 the	 purpose	 of	 organizing	
our	knowledge	of	the	world	and	as	such	they	might	be	helpful	tools	in	analysis	of	







is	 an	 inevitable	 factor	 of	 every	 living	 organism	 since	 in	 order	 to	 survive	 every	
creature	needs	to	be	able	to	make	such	distinctions	as:	food	and	not	food,	safe	
and	 not	 safe,	 enemy	 and	 not	 enemy.318	In	 case	 of	 humans,	 even	 the	 simplest	
decision	of	going	shopping	includes	numerous	categorizations	such	as	a	choice	of	
a	 shop,	 product,	 and	 price.	 In	 a	 supermarket	 we	 categorize	 colours,	 fruits,	
vegetables,	 meat,	 dairy,	 beverages,	 kitchen	 supplies,	 products	 that	 are	 edible	
and	inedible,	healthy	and	unhealthy,	tasty	and	disgusting,	cheap	and	expensive.		
As	 John	 Taylor	 notices	 human	 ‘ability	 to	 function	 in	 the	 physical	 and	
social	world	depends	on	elaborate	categorizations	of	things,	processes,	persons,	
and	social	relations’.	Our	ability	to	categorize	is	‘to	reduce	the	complexity	of	the	
environment’. 319 	In	 order	 to	 survive	 and	 make	 daily	 decisions,	 we	 need	 to	
organize	 our	 world	 and	 put	 some	 entities	 in	 the	 same	 groups	 or	 categories.	














and	 ‘unimportant	phone	calls’,	 ‘red’	and	 ‘white’	and	so	on.	Lakoff	and	 Johnson	
(1999)	explain	that	this	ability	 is	rooted	 in	our	biological	makeup	and	our	brain	
structure.	 We	 are	 embodied	 neural	 beings	 that	 are	 equipped	 with	 senses	 to	




While	 addressing	 the	 whole	 issue	 of	 categorization,	 we	 need	 to	
understand	 how	 our	 brains	 identify	 different	 categories	 and	 determine	 what	
members	 they	 should	 include.	 As	 Mark	 Johnson	 observes,	 since	 Aristotle	 a	
classical	 category	 view	 was	 prevalent	 and	 it	 was	 defined	 ‘by	 necessary	 and	
sufficient	 conditions	 which	 specify	 the	 properties	 shared	 by	 all	 and	 only	
members	of	the	category’.322	This	view	is	based	on	several	assumptions	such	as:	
categories	 have	 rigid	 boundaries;	 human	mind	 is	 disembodied	 and	 our	 bodies	
have	no	 influence	on	 the	way	we	perceive	 the	world;	 there	 is	objective	 reality	
and	the	correct	way	of	interpreting	it;	and	all	people	conceptualize	the	world	in	
the	same	way.323		
However	 over	 a	 period	 of	 time	 various	 scholars	 have	 been	 finding	 this	
















notions	 of	 family	 resemblance,	 extendable	 boundaries,	 graded	 categories,	 and	
central	and	non-central	members	of	a	category.	He	observed	that	there	is	shared	








Wittgenstein’s	 new	 understanding	 of	 categories	 led	 to	 developing	 the	
prototype	 theory	 that	 was	 proposed	 by	 Eleanor	 Rosch.	 According	 to	 Rosch,	
categories	 are	 not	 created	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 shared	 necessary	 and	 sufficient	
features	of	their	members,	but	they	are	structured	around	good	examples,	their	
most	 typical	 members	 called	 prototypes.326	It	 appears	 that	 while	 categorizing,	
people	perceive	 ‘certain	members	of	 a	 category	as	more	 representative	of	 the	
category	than	other	members’.327	All	 the	members	of	a	given	category	 in	some	
ways	 resemble	 the	prototype,	 but	 this	 resemblance	may	 vary	 and	 they	do	not	
need	to	have	a	set	of	common	characteristics.		
Consequently,	 as	 John	 Taylor	 explains,	 ‘prototype	 categories	 have	 an	
internal	graded	structure,	with	some	members	being	more	central,	more	typical,	



















a	 bird,	 furniture	 or	 food.	 Interestingly,	 when	 people	 living	 in	 the	 Western	
hemisphere	are	asked	about	a	typical	fruit,	they	usually	name	an	apple	or	pear,	a	
typical	 bird	 is	 a	 sparrow	or	 robin,	 and	a	hammer	 is	 the	most	often	mentioned	













level	 and	 elements	 appearing	 there	 take	 the	 least	 amount	 of	 time	 to	 identify,	





















language	 learners,	 are	 most	 neutral,	 and	 they	 exhibit	 most	 attributes	 of	 the	
remaining	category	members.331	
Lakoff	 points	 out	 that	 some	 categories	 have	 a	 radial	 structure,	 which	
means	that	there	is	the	central	prototype	and	‘conventionalized	variations	on	it	
that	cannot	be	predicated	by	general	rules’.332	As	an	example	he	gives	a	category	
of	 a	mother	with	 its	 numerous	 culturally	 conditioned	 subcategories	 such	 as:	 a	
stepmother,	 adoptive	mother,	 foster	mother,	 birth	mother,	 biological	mother,	
surrogate	mother,	unwed	mother,	and	genetic	mother.333	
It	 also	 appears	 that	 prototypes	 are	 culturally	 conditioned.	 If	 somebody	
asked	Polish	people	about	typical	food	they	eat	for	lunch,	which	is	the	main	meal	
of	a	day,	they	would	say	potatoes.	However,	if	the	same	question	were	asked	to	
Chinese,	 they	 would	 probably	 say	 rice.	 Moreover,	 even	 within	 one	 particular	
culture	we	 can	 distinguish	 several	 kinds	 of	 prototypes.	Typical-case	 prototypes	
are	used	 in	situations	when	we	do	not	have	any	specific	contextual	knowledge	
about	this	category	member,	 like	when	we	say:	 ‘He	is	a	typical	husband’.	 Ideal-
case	 prototypes	 are	 expressions	 of	 our	 ability	 to	 evaluate	 different	 category	




your	 friend	 John	might	 be	 the	 salient	 exemplar	 of	 a	 good	 father	 or	 9/11	 is	 a	
salient	exemplar	of	terrorist	attacks.334	
Mark	Johnson	in	Moral	Imagination	applies	Cognitive	Linguistics	and	the	
prototype	 theory	 to	 ethics	 and	 argues	 that	 our	 ‘basic	 moral	 concepts	 (e.g.,	
person,	duty,	right,	law,	will)	have	prototype	structure	too’.335	It	means	that	we	
make	our	moral	judgments	on	how	to	behave	in	certain	situations	by	referring	to	












prototypes,	 knowing	 prototypes	 is	 essential	 in	 making	 decisions	 about	 non-
prototypical	situations	by	analysing	how	they	can	be	dealt	with	in	light	of	existing	
prototypes.		
Thus,	 humans	 interact	 with	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	 world	 and	 organize	
their	knowledge	by	categorization	and	their	categories	are	built	around	the	best	
examples	called	prototypes.	As	we	will	see	in	the	following	sections,	awareness	






At	 this	 point	 I	 intend	 to	 demonstrate	 how	 recognizing	 categories	 in	
biblical	 texts	 helps	 in	 their	 interpretation.	 In	 order	 to	 accomplish	 that	 purpose	













In	Gen.	1:1-31	we	 see	God	creating	different	 categories	by	 creating	 the	
earth,	 the	 light,	 the	 day,	 the	 seas,	 the	 land,	 plants,	 animals,	 and	 eventually	
human	 beings.	 In	 Gen.	 2:16-17	 God	 creates	 the	 category	 of	 the	 first	
















that	 function	 as	 opposites	 are	 contrasted	 or	 compared	 with	 each	 other.	 This	
phenomenon	 can	 be	 illustrated	 with	 the	 ending	 of	 the	 Sermon	 of	 the	Mount	
where	Jesus	introduces	a	series	of	images	that	depict	two	different	ways	of	living	
and	express	two	general	categories	of	those	who	are	obedient	and	disobedient	
or	 faithful	 and	 unfaithful.	 Thus,	 he	 talks	 about	 two	 gates	 and	 two	 roads,	 two	
kinds	of	trees	and	two	kinds	of	fruits,	two	builders	and	two	foundations.	Actually,	
he	 teaches	 here	 about	 choosing	 one	 of	 two	 ways	 of	 life	 –	 the	 narrow	 gate,	
listening	to	the	right	kind	of	people	who	bring	the	fruit	by	practicing	what	they	
















categories	 and	moving	 from	 one	 to	 another.	 At	 other	 times,	 while	 presenting	




with	Christ’	 (2:5).	 Thus,	 there	 is	 an	 instance	of	 a	 transfer	 from	 the	 category	of	
dead	to	 the	category	of	alive.	While	 talking	more	specifically	about	 the	past	of	
his	 fellow	 believers	 of	 non-Jewish	 background,	 Paul	 uses	 images	 of:	 separate	
from	 Christ,	 strangers	 to	 the	 covenants	 of	 promise,	 and	 far	 off	 (2:12).	 But,	
because	of	Christ’s	sacrifice,	it	appears	that	those	separate	from	Christ	now	have	




to	 comprehend	 the	 logic	 behind	 using	 various	 images	 and	 have	 fundamental	






The	next	process	 that	biblical	 categories	undergo	 is	a	category	 reversal,	
which	means	that	the	biblical	author	challenges	our	traditional	value	system	and	
accepted	understanding	of	categories.	 In	the	Gospels,	Jesus	frequently	reverses	
known	 categories	 presenting	 a	 new	 perspective	 on	 value,	 importance,	 and	
humility.		
In	 Matt.	 19:13-20:28,	 Jesus	 uses	 numerous	 images	 associated	 with	
categories	 of	 being	 the	 first	 and	 the	 last,	 the	 privileged	 and	 the	 serving.	 This	
whole	 section	begins	with	 Jesus’	 encounter	with	 children	 and	 the	 young	 ruler.	
Children	 are	 perceived	 by	 the	 apostles	 as	 a	 nuisance,	 but	 Jesus	 says	 that	 the	
kingdom	of	God	belongs	 to	 them	 (19:14).	The	next	episode	–	about	 the	young	





last	 will	 be	 the	 first	 (19:3)	 as	 it	 is	 in	 the	 parable	 of	 workers	 in	 the	 vineyard	
(20:16).	 Finally,	 when	 Jesus	 for	 the	 third	 time	 announces	 his	 death	 and	 the	
mother	of	 the	sons	of	Zebedee	asks	him	for	her	sons	 to	be	seated	on	his	 right	
and	left	hand	in	his	kingdom,	he	says	‘whoever	wishes	to	become	great	among	









Lastly,	 there	 is	 a	 category	 development,	 which	 means	 that	 a	 given	
category	undergoes	a	process	of	 transformation	and	at	 some	point	of	 time,	 its	
meaning	is	redefined.	Analysis	of	a	category	development	is	especially	important	
while	 tracing	 continuity	 and	 discontinuity	 of	 metaphors	 between	 the	 Old	 and	
New	Testament.	 For	 example,	 in	 the	Old	 Testament	 among	 the	 key	 categories	
used	 to	 depict	 God’s	 expectations	 regarding	 his	 people’s	 behaviour	 were	
categories	of	clean	and	unclean.	Joe	Sprinkle	explains	this	notion	by	saying:		
	
In	 Old	 Testament	 times	 the	 ordinary	 state	 of	 most	 things	 was	
“cleanness”,	but	a	person	or	thing	could	contract	ritual	“uncleanness”	(or	











However,	 when	 continuity	 and	 discontinuity	 between	 the	 Testaments	










(Matt.	 23:25-26,	 Luke	 11:39-41,	Mark	 7:19,	 Rom.	 14:14,	 Heb.	 9:13-14;	 1	 John	
1:7).	 In	Leviticus	11	 Israelites	were	 told	 to	observe	purity	 rituals	 in	order	 to	be	
holy	as	God	 is	holy,	but	when	Peter	writes	about	being	holy	as	God	 is	holy,	he	
stresses	 that	holiness	 is	a	 result	of	Christ’s	sacrifice	and	 is	expressed	 in	a	clean	
life	 as	 seen	 in	 our	 daily	 choices	 (1	 Peter	 1:13-25).	 Therefore,	 when	 analysing	
biblical	 categories,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 trace	 the	 category	 development	 and	







more	 characteristic	 to	 a	 given	 category	 than	 others.	 Recognizing	 and	 studying	
biblical	 prototypes	 is	 an	 important	 step	 in	 exegesis	 that	 employs	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 because	 it	 prevents	 reading	 into	 the	 text	 some	 contemporary	
concepts	and	categories.	Therefore,	 I	have	adopted	and	expanded	a	process	of	
analysing	 biblical	 prototypes	 that	 includes	 the	 following	 steps:	 identifying	
prototypes,	 examining	 differences	 between	 the	 prototypes	 of	 the	 original	










The	 first	 challenge	 that	 Bible	 readers	 encounter	while	 analysing	 biblical	













general.	 When	 applied	 specifically	 to	 Christian	 ministry,	 it	 also	 denotes	 a	
charitable	service	 in	 the	congregation	and	church	ministries.342	There	are	other	
New	Testament	words	describing	various	kinds	of	servants,	for	instance,	παῖς	(a	
child	 servant,	 an	 attendant),	 οἰκέτης	 (a	 house	 servant),	 and	 μίσθιος	 (a	 hired	






















about	 slaves,	 a	 contemporary	 audience	 not	 being	 aware	 of	 ancient	 society	
structures	 may	 think	 about	 Afro-American	 chattel	 slaves	 working	 on	 cotton	
plantations.	 However,	 modern	 concepts	 of	 slavery	 differ	 greatly	 from	 those	




helpful	 to	 examine	 prototypes	 of	 the	 original	 audience	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	
imposing	our	own	prototypes	on	biblical	texts.	As	readers	of	the	Bible	we	need	
to	be	aware	of	 the	 fact	 that	before	all	 these	different	 terms	 for	 servants	were	
used	 in	 the	New	 Testament,	 they	 functioned	 in	 secular	 language	 of	 that	 time.	
Thus,	preachers	 studying	New	Testament	 images	and	metaphors	have	 to	 trace	
how	common	understanding	of	these	words	shaped	their	biblical	meaning.345	In	
other	 words,	 preachers	 should	 be	 able	 to	 see	 the	 connection	 between	 the	
common	usage	and	understanding	of	δοῦλος	and,	 for	 instance,	Paul	describing	
















Another	 reason	 for	 examining	prototypes	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 the	prototype	
theory	 provides	 preachers	 with	 an	 important	 distinction	 between	 typical-case	
prototypes,	 ideal-case	 prototypes,	 social	 stereotypes,	 and	 salient	 exemplars.346	
Thus,	preachers	while	analysing	biblical	texts	should	look	for	interplays	between	
typical,	 stereotypical,	 and	 ideal.	 While	 tracing	 the	 usage	 of	 the	 concept	 of	
δοῦλος	in	the	New	Testament,	it	appears	that	there	are	cases	when	it	is	used	to	
depict	typical	members	of	this	category	–	as	in	Matt.	8:9	where	a	centurion	asks	
















attitude	 in	yourselves	which	was	also	 in	Christ	 Jesus’	 (Phil.	2:5)	and	embody	 in	
their	 lives	 the	 same	 qualities	 of	 a	 servant,	 which	 Christ	 displayed	 in	 his	
Incarnation	and	his	earthly	ministry.	Thus,	this	interplay	between	the	typical	and	
ideal	in	the	New	Testament	is	worth	paying	attention	to	since	it	is	one	of	the	key	









This	 teaching	 strategy	 can	 be	 seen	 applied	 in	 Pauline	 household	 codes	
such	 as	 Eph.	 6:5-6	 where	 Paul	 writes	 that	 slaves	 are	 to	 be	 obedient	 to	 their	
masters	 ‘as	 to	Christ’,	 ‘as	 slaves	of	Christ’	 knowing	 that	 they	 ‘will	 receive	back	
from	the	Lord’.	Thus,	they	are	not	to	act	as	typical	slaves	relating	to	their	typical	
masters,	but	 their	moral	behaviour	has	 to	be	shaped	by	Christ	who	 is	not	only	
the	 ideal-case	 prototype	 of	 a	 servant,	 but	 also	 their	 ultimate	 master	 and	 the	
ideal-case	prototype	of	a	master	whom	we	all	serve.	Therefore,	while	exploring	
prototypes	of	biblical	 images	and	metaphors,	 it	 is	essential	 to	pay	attention	 to	






Finally,	 Van	Wolde,	 in	 her	 study	 of	 Job	 28,	 stresses	 the	 importance	 of	
recognizing	prototypical	 scenarios	 in	a	 text.	She	defines	a	prototypical	 scenario	
as	‘the	conventional	procedure	by	which	a	continuum	of	experiences	and	events	
are	 expressed	 by	 a	 more	 or	 less	 fixed	 series	 of	 words’.347	These	 prototypical	
scenarios	or	repeated	patterns	can	be	recognized	by	comparing	various	biblical	
texts	relating	to	a	particular	situation	or	on	the	basis	of	historical	research	that	
describes	 how	 people	 behaved	 in	 given	 circumstances.	 For	 instance,	 while	
reading	the	parable	about	the	workers	in	the	vineyard	that	was	discussed	earlier,	
it	becomes	clear	 that	 the	element	of	 surprise	 in	 the	story	comes	 from	the	 fact	
that	 it	 differs	 radically	 from	 an	 expected	 prototypical	 scenario	 of	 rewarding	
workers	 (Matt.	 20:1-16).	 The	 scene	 of	 Jesus	 washing	 his	 disciples	 feet	 as	
recorded	by	John	(John	13:1-18)	shocks	readers	because	it	takes	place	differently	
















Mark	 Johnson	 argues	 that	 ‘our	 moral	 understanding	 depends	 in	 large	
measure	on	various	 structures	of	 imagination,	 such	as	 images,	 image	schemas,	
metaphors,	 narrative,	 and	 so	 forth’. 348	In	 his	 opinion	 this	 understanding	 ‘is	
based,	 not	 primarily	 on	 universal	 moral	 laws,	 but	 principally	 on	 metaphoric	
concepts’.349	He	 supports	his	 views	by	 stressing	 that	humans	define	 their	most	
basic	 moral	 concepts	 such	 as	 freedom,	 rights,	 forgiveness,	 and	 others	
metaphorically.	When	asked	about	justice	and	forgiveness,	they	do	not	quote	a	
long	 list	of	rules,	but	rather	describe	these	notions	using	 images,	metaphors	or	





by	God,	 it	means	 that	God	 is	 their	owner	and	 the	ultimate	 source	of	morality.	
Therefore,	 they	 are	 responsible	 before	 God	 for	 their	 moral	 choices,	 and	 they	
have	 to	 follow	 God-given	 rules	 and	 commandments.351	Even	 though	 Johnson	











principles.	Except	 for	making	a	 few	general	comments,	he	does	not	give	any	 in	
depth	account	of	 the	New	Testament	 teaching	on	moral	 reasoning	and	 fails	 to	
show	clearly	the	change	that	occurs	with	the	coming	of	Jesus.352	
Quite	the	reverse,	I	argue	that	Christianity	is	more	prototype-based	than	
rule-based	 and	 it	 can	be	 seen	 first	 in	 the	 fact	 that	God	made	humans	 into	his	




apodictic	 laws	deal	with	 general	moral	 principles,	whereas	 casuistic	 laws	 focus	
on	 specific	 life	 situations.	However,	 a	 closer	analysis	of	 the	Old	Testament	 law	
shows	that	the	ultimate	purpose	of	the	law	is	to	reveal	the	character	of	God	so	
that	 the	people	of	 Israel	were	holy	as	he	was	holy.	Thus,	even	 though	 the	 law	
was	expressed	 in	rules	and	regulations	that	shaped	people’s	 lives,	 it	was	about	
imitating	the	prototype,	so	that	people	were	growing	into	likeness	of	God.		
This	 ultimate	 purpose	 of	 the	 law	 became	 clearer	 with	 the	 coming	 of	
Jesus.	 In	his	Sermon	on	the	Mount,	 Jesus	teaches	that	 the	essence	of	Christian	
life	is	following	the	intent	of	the	law	instead	of	the	letter	of	the	law.	He	insists	on	
discovering	 concepts	 and	 ideas	 that	 are	 behind	 the	 law.	 Interestingly,	 Jesus	
narrows	the	whole	discussion	on	morality	to	basic-level	categories.	Hence,	when	
he	discusses	the	commandment	‘You	shall	not	kill’,	he	teaches	on	anger.	When	
he	 deals	with	 the	 topic	 of	 adultery,	 he	 focuses	 on	 lust;	when	on	 bearing	 false	






(Matt.	 22:34-40,	 John	 13:34-35,	 Rom.	 13:8-10,	 Gal.	 5:14).	 Thus,	 according	 to	











prototypical	 one	 and	 in	 this	 respect	 they	 enable	 us	 to	make	 decisions	 even	 in	
non-prototypical	circumstances.354			
As	 far	 as	 Christian	 doctrine	 is	 concerned,	 this	 idea	 of	 prototypical	
reasoning	is	even	more	explicit	because	love	is	not	only	the	main	virtue,	but	it	is	
also	embodied.	When	Christ	calls	his	disciples	to	love	one	another,	he	adds,	‘as	I	
have	 loved	 you’	 (John	 13:34)	 and	 the	 apostle	 John	 states	 that	 ‘God	 is	 love’	 (1	
John	4:8).	Accordingly,	 love	is	not	just	some	vague	idea,	but	it	 is	embodied	and	
can	be	seen	in	its	fullness	in	God	incarnate	–	in	Christ	who	becomes	our	ultimate	
prototype	 of	 goodness	 and	morality.	 Thus,	 it	 is	 not	 surprising	 that	 one	 of	 the	








As	 noticed	 before,	 humans	 organize	 their	 knowledge	 in	 categories	 that	
are	 developed	 around	 the	 best	 examples	 called	 prototypes.	 However,	 there	 is	
another	 essential	 notion	 in	 Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 namely	 the	 idea	 of	 frames	 as	










when	one	of	 the	 things	 in	 such	a	 structure	 is	 introduced	 into	a	 text,	or	
into	a	conversation	all	of	the	others	are	automatically	made	available.355		
	
While	 characterizing	 his	 model,	 he	 depicts	 it	 as	 the	 semantics	 of	






whole	 frame	 of	 concepts	 and	 basic	 level	 categories	 related	 to	 it	 such	 as	 food,	
order,	 waiter,	 building,	 paying	 the	 receipt,	 reservation,	 table,	 eating,	 rest,	
fellowship,	 and	 others.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 words	 such	 as	 buying,	 paying,	 meat,	
bread,	 discounts,	 sections,	washing	 powder,	 shop	 assistants,	 cashiers,	 baskets,	
get	 their	meaning	 in	 relation	 to	 a	 supermarket,	 or	 a	 shop	 frame.358	The	 same	
term	may	 belong	 to	 different	 frames,	 and	 frames	 themselves	might	 belong	 to	
larger	frames.	When	a	person	says,	‘We	open	our	presents	in	the	morning’,	this	
statement	opens	a	frame	of	a	family	Christmas	tradition	of	opening	the	presents	
on	 Christmas	 morning,	 even	 though	 neither	 a	 family	 nor	 Christmas	 are	
mentioned	 in	 the	 sentence.	 It	 is	 the	 case	 because,	 as	 Park	 stresses,	 ‘All	



















However,	 our	 perception	 of	 frames,	 as	 in	 the	 case	 of	 prototypes,	 is	
culturally	 conditioned.	 As	 an	 example,	 Fillmore	 gives	 a	 term	 ‘weekend’	





six	 days	 a	 week	 having	 just	 Sundays	 off.	 The	 idea	 of	 weekend	was	 foreign	 to	
them.	Even	 later	when	once	a	month	 there	was,	 so	 called,	a	working	Saturday	
with	 the	 other	 Saturdays	 off,	 the	 term	weekend	was	 not	 used.	 George	 Lakoff	
goes	 even	 further	 and	 in	 order	 to	 prove	 that	 a	 seven-day	 week	 concept	 is	




Therefore,	 it	 can	 be	 said	 that	 all	 our	 information	 about	 the	 world	 is	
structured	in	frames.	Park	claims	that	‘[f]ramed	knowledge	aids	people	to	readily	
process	what	 is	happening	 in	the	real	or	story	world	by	allowing	them	to	make	
predictions	 as	 to	 what	 will	 take	 place	 and	 by	 allowing	 them	 to	 make	
inferences’.362	Thus,	 frames	 influence	 human	behaviour	 and	 how	people	 act	 in	
social	contexts.	Every	action	like	answering	the	phone,	doing	shopping,	going	to	
a	 church	 or	 a	 restaurant	 involves	 activating	 certain	 frames	 and	 acting	 upon	
prototypical	 knowledge	 that	 is	 stored	 in	 them.	 This	 knowledge	 helps	 people	
survive	 in	 these	 social	 situations,	 but	 sometimes	 may	 be	 a	 reason	 for	











Africa,	 they	 soon	 discover	 that	 they	 need	 to	 learn	 new	 frames	 because	 their	
images	 of	 shopping	 or	 worship	 radically	 differ	 from	 those	 of	 the	 surrounding	
culture.				
Johnson	applies	the	idea	of	frames	to	ethics	and	morality,	and	points	out	
that	 in	 case	 of	moral	 issues,	 different	 people	might	 have	 different	 frames	 and	
consequently	 they	 can	 make	 different	 choices	 encountering	 similar	
circumstances.	 As	 an	 example,	 he	 presents	 diverse	 perspectives	 people	 may	
have	on	a	foetus.	For	some,	it	is	a	fully	valuable	human	being	with	a	personality;	
whereas	 others	 see	 it	 just	 as	 a	 part	 of	 woman’s	 organism,	 a	 living	 organism	
without	 a	 personality	 or	 a	 potential	 source	 of	 stem	 cells.363	Different	 frames	






	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	 especially	 theories	 of	 categories,	 prototypes,	
and	 frames	 appear	 to	 be	 useful	 when	 applied	 to	 interpreting	 biblical	 texts.	
Awareness	 of	 the	 existence	 of	 categories	 and	 category	 operations	 helps	 in	
grasping	the	structure	of	the	text	and	development	of	concepts	appearing	in	the	
text.	 Prototype	 and	 frame	 theories	 give	 preachers	 tools	 to	 understand	 the	
biblical	 concepts,	 their	 perception	 by	 their	 authors,	 and	 point	 to	 their	 cultural	
and	historical	setting.	They	make	preachers	cautious	against	reading	into	biblical	
texts	contemporary	understanding	of	biblical	 terms,	but	give	 insights	 into	ways	
of	discovering	frames	and	prototypes	behind	biblical	concepts.	
	 Moreover,	 prototype	 theory	 is	 in	 agreement	 with	 the	 biblical	 vision	 of	




























While	 studying	 biblical	metaphors	 it	 is	 helpful	 to	 begin	with	 identifying	
general	types	of	conceptual	metaphors,	which	can	be	encountered	in	the	Bible.	
Thus,	 preachers	 may	 find	 there	 examples	 of	 structural,	 ontological,	 and	
orientational	metaphors.	LIFE	IS	A	JOURNEY	is	an	example	of	a	structural	metaphor	
where	the	structure	of	the	concept	of	the	journey	provides	understanding	for	a	
concept	 of	 life.364	This	 metaphor	 is	 very	 frequent	 in	 the	 Bible.	 Jesus	 teaches	
about	 entering	 through	 the	 narrow	 gate	 and	 fallowing	 the	 narrow	 road	 (Luke	
7:13-14);	 Paul	 describes	 the	 life	 of	 unbelievers	 as	 following	 ‘the	 ways	 of	 this	
world’	(Eph.	2:2),	and	while	reflecting	on	his	own	life	he	says	‘I	have	finished	the	
race’	 (2	 Tim	 4:7).	 Other	 common	 structural	 metaphors	 in	 Pauline	 Epistles	 are	






ORGANIZATIONS	 ARE	 LIVING	 ORGANISMS	 when	 he	 depicts	 the	 church	 as	 the	 body	 of	
Christ.		
Ontological	metaphors	are	created	when	we	conceive	reality	in	terms	of	
objects,	 substances,	 and	 containers.	 A	 metaphorical	 concept	 PEOPLE	 ARE	
CONTAINERS	is	behind	metaphorical	expressions	such	as	being	filled	with	the	Holy	
Spirit,	being	filled	with	joy,	love	or	fear,	and	receiving	gifts	of	the	Spirit.		
The	 Bible	 also	 uses	 metaphors	 that	 can	 be	 labelled	 as	 orientational.	
According	to	Kövecses	‘most	metaphors	that	serve	this	function	have	to	do	with	
basic	 human	 spatial	 orientations,	 such	 as	 up-down,	 centre-periphery,	 and	 the	
like’.365	In	the	Bible	we	find	numerous	references	to	being	raised	up	with	Christ,	









Having	 in	 mind	 the	 division	 made	 above,	 it	 is	 time	 to	 introduce	 a	
distinction	 between	 image	 schemas,	 image	 schema	 metaphors,	 and	 image	
metaphors	 to	 avoid	 confusion	 in	 terminology	 and	 prepare	 the	 foundation	 for	













perception,	 the	brain	 focuses	on	the	most	essential	aspects,	 ignoring	 irrelevant	
details,	and	developing	a	simplified	version	of	reality	that	is	based	on	schematic	
structures.366		
George	Lakoff	points	out	 that	 there	 is	a	 comparatively	 small	number	of	
image	schemas	and	defines	them	as	‘relatively	simple	structures	that	constantly	
reoccur	 in	 our	 everyday	 bodily	 experience:	 CONTAINERS,	 PATHS,	 LINKS,	 FORCES,	
BALANCE,	 and	 in	 various	 orientations	 and	 relations:	 UP-DOWN,	 FRONT-BACK,	 PART-
WHOLE,	 CENTER-PERIPHERY’. 367 	Croft	 and	 Cruse	 claim	 that	 image	 schemas	 are	
‘schematic	 versions	 of	 images’. 368 	For	 Todd	 Oakley	 an	 image	 schema	 is	 ‘a	
condensed	 redescription	 of	 perceptual	 experience	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	mapping	
spatial	 structure	 onto	 conceptual	 structure’.369	Beate	 Hampe	 describes	 image	
schemas	 by	 enumerating	 their	 four	 characteristics.	 She	 stresses	 that	 image	
schemas	are:	(1)	directly	meaningful	(‘experiential’	/	‘embodied’)	preconceptual	

































means	 that	 image	 schemas	are	basic	mental	 structures	 that	 are	 grounded	 in	 a	
human	experience	and	the	structure	of	our	spatial	bodily	experience	is	expressed	
in	a	form	of	conceptual	structure.	Therefore,	image	schemas	are	schematic	and	
analogue	 patterns	 because	 they	 are	 based	 on	 correspondences	 between	 the	
physical	structure	and	conceptual	structure.	For	instance,	as	humans	we	have	an	
experience	of	moving	along	 the	path	and	 this	 simple,	 schematic,	 and	analogue	
image	structure	that	we	have	in	our	minds	is	a	skeleton	that	we	use	to	develop	
metaphors	 such	 as	 LIFE	 IS	 A	 JOURNEY	 and	 metaphorical	 expressions	 like	 ‘This	
marriage	is	a	bumpy	road’.371		
Image	schemas	are	often	closely	linked	to	prepositions	and	evoked	by	use	
of	prepositions.	As	 Lakoff	 and	Turner	notice	 ‘the	 spatial	 senses	of	prepositions	
tend	to	be	defined	in	terms	of	image	schemas	(e.g.,	in,	out,	to,	from,	along,	and	
so	 on)’.372	Prepositions	 trigger	 image	 schemas	 because	 they	 describe	 spatial	
relations	both	physical	and	abstract.	Someone	may	say:	Mary	is	in	the	house	or	






























of	 a	 container	 it	 suggests	 that	 something	 is	 inside	 an	 enclosed	 space.	 It	 may	
suggest	 belonging	 or	 being	 a	 part	 of	 something	 bigger,	 identifying	 with	
something,	being	in	a	particular	state	or	emotion,	being	controlled	by	something	
or	 someone,	 but	 also	 being	 protected	 from	 external	 influences.	 Being	 ‘in’	 has	
some	logical	consequences.	If	A	is	in	B,	it	means	that	whatever	happens	to	be	in	
A	 also	 is	 in	 B.	Moreover,	 the	 logical	 consequence	of	 the	 idea	of	 being	 ‘in’	 is	 a	
possibility	of	being	‘out’.373		
Lakoff	 and	 Turner	 conduct	 more	 in-depth	 analysis	 of	 usage	 of	 the	
preposition	‘out’.	They	explain	that	‘the	basic	meaning	of	‘out’	 is	being	exterior	
to	 a	 bounded	 space	 which	 is	 regarded	 having	 an	 interior’.374	Therefore,	 if	 we	
think	 of	 a	 house	 as	 bounded	 space,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 go	 out	 of	 the	 house.	 In	 a	
similar	 fashion	 if	 a	 country	 is	 a	 bounded	 region,	 somebody	might	 be	 out	 of	 a	
country.	Preposition	‘out’	can	also	describe	abstract	concepts	such	as	passing	out	
meaning	 loosing	 consciousness,	 being	 out	 of	 control	 as	 misbehaving	 or	 being	
snuffed	out	and	taken	out	as	a	depiction	of	death.	 If	 STATES	ARE	LOCATIONS,	being	
present,	being	conscious,	behaving	within	accepted	limits,	and	being	alive	means	






Zoltán	 Kövecses	 while	 explaining	 the	 idea	 of	 image	 schema	metaphors	
points	out	that	most	metaphors	can	be	understood	on	the	basis	of	knowledge	of	










conceptual	 elements	 of	 knowledge	 (like	 traveller,	 destination,	 and	obstacles	 in	
the	case	of	journey)	that	get	mapped	from	a	source	to	a	target,	but	conceptual	













To	 avoid	 confusion	 in	 terminology,	 I	 want	 to	 clarify	 the	 distinction	
between	 image	 schema	metaphors	 and	 image	metaphors.	 As	 was	 said	 earlier	
image	schema	metaphors	are	developed	on	the	basis	of	very	schematic	mental	
image	 structures	 called	 image	 schemas.	 Image	metaphors	 are	 called	 also	 one-
shot	image	metaphors	because	they	do	not	map	a	rich	structure	of	one	domain	
into	another,	but	‘the	mapping	is	of	the	one-shot	kind	generated	by	two	images	
brought	 into	 correspondence	 by	 the	 superimposition	 of	 one	 image	 onto	 the	
other’.378	Instead	of	conceptual	domains,	there	are	two	images	that	get	mapped	
one	 into	another.	A	classical	example	of	an	 image	metaphor	 is	a	sentence,	 ‘My	
wife	…	whose	waist	 is	an	hourglass’.379	In	this	case,	an	 image	of	an	hourglass	 is	
superimposed	 or	 mapped	 onto	 an	 image	 of	 the	 wife’s	 figure	 because	 of	
correspondences	in	the	shape.	Interestingly,	words	creating	the	metaphor	do	not	



















it	 is	 wise	 to	 pay	 attention	 to	 those	 simplest	 schematic	 structures	 such	 as	
containers,	 LINKS,	 PATHS,	 IN-OUT,	 PERIPHERY-CENTER,	UP-DOWN,	 PART-WHOLE	 and	 others	




3:1).	Second,	as	a	 reference	to	a	physical	or	emotional	state	 ‘in	 torment’	 (Luke	
16:23).	Third,	as	a	 reference	 to	an	abstract	 state	 like	 in	Paul’s	depiction	of	 the	
difference	between	earthly	bodies	that	are	perishable	and	heavenly	bodies	that	
are	imperishable.	Paul	writes	that	the	body	that	is	sown	in	a	perishable	state	(ἐν	
φθορᾷ)	 will	 be	 raised	 in	 an	 imperishable	 state	 (ἐν	 ἀφθαρσίᾳ)	 (1	 Cor.	 15:42).	
Fourth,	as	a	reference	to	‘a	(theoretical)	social	association,	or	even	a	theological	
distinction’	 as	 in	being	 ‘in	 the	 Father’	 (John	10:38).381	Fifth,	 as	 a	depiction	of	 a	































IS	 EATING,	 IDEAS	 ARE	 FOOD,	 COMMUNICATING	 IS	 FEEDING,	 ACCEPTING	 IS	 SWALLOWING,	 AND	




Sometimes	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	 a	 source	 domain	 has	 to	 be	 physical	 or	
concrete	 whereas	 a	 target	 domain	 needs	 to	 be	 abstract.	 Even	 though	 this	 is	
frequently	the	case,	the	metaphor	THE	ATOM	IS	A	SOLAR	SYSTEM	is	an	example	of	two	










accessible. 385 	Therefore,	 the	 key	 is	 ‘conceptualizing	 a	 relatively	 less	
intersubjectively	accessible	domain	or	frame	in	terms	of	a	more	intersubjectively	
accessible	domain	or	frame’	[emphasis	original].386			
Hence,	 Kövecses	 defines	 the	 domain	 as	 ‘any	 coherent	 organization	 of	
experience’.387	He	also	points	out	 that	 ‘unlike	 image	schemas,	domains	are	not	
analogue,	imagistic	patterns	of	experience	but	propositional	in	nature	in	a	highly	
schematic	 fashion’.388	It	 means	 that	 domains	 convey	 more	 information	 then	
image	 schemas	 because	 they	 are	 developed	 around	 concepts	 or	 mental	
experiences.	Thus,	Alan	Cienki	claims	that	the	idea	of	‘domain	covers	a	range	of	
types	of	cognitive	entities,	from	mental	experiences,	to	representational	spaces,	
concepts,	 or	 conceptual	 complexes’. 389 	Following	 Langacker,	 he	 also	
differentiates	 between	 basic	 and	 abstract	 domains,	 where	 a	 basic	 domain	
‘cannot	be	reduced	to	any	other	domains’,	but	the	abstract	one	is	complex	and	
presupposes	the	existence	of	other	domains.	For	instance	to	understand	an	idea	
of	 an	 elbow	 one	 has	 to	 understand	 the	 idea	 of	 an	 arm,	 which	 because	 of	 its	
complexity	is	an	abstract	domain.390		
Thus,	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 said	 that	 domains	 are	 organizations	 of	 experience	
that	 are	propositional	 in	nature	 since	 they	 are	built	 around	 concepts	 and	 they	






















Conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 is	 based	 on	 an	 idea	 of	 systematicity	 of	
metaphorical	 concepts,	 which	 means	 that	 people	 while	 understanding	 one	
domain	in	terms	of	another,	as	in	the	case	of	arguing	conceptualized	as	having	a	
battle,	 ‘form	 a	 systematic	 way	 of	 thinking	 about	 the	 battling	 aspects	 of	
arguing‘. 391 	These	 metaphorical	 concepts	 appearing	 in	 various	 metaphorical	
expressions	 structure	 human	 perception	 and	 actions.	 Thus,	 metaphorical	
mappings	 are	 an	 essential	 element	 of	metaphorical	 systematicity	 and	 they	 are	
understood	as	a	set	of	correspondences	between	a	source	and	target	domains	in	
such	a	way	that	elements	of	one	domain	are	paired	with	elements	of	the	other.
	 Gentner	 and	 Bowlde	 explain	 structure-mapping	 theory	 stating	 that	
‘analogical	mapping	 is	a	process	of	establishing	a	structural	alignment	between	
two	 represented	 situations	 and	 then	 projecting	 inferences’	 [emphasis	
original].392	George	 Lakoff	 argues	 that	 ‘mappings	 should	 not	 be	 thought	 of	 as	
processes,	 or	 as	 algorithms	 that	 mechanically	 take	 source	 domain	 inputs	 and	








…	 in	 situations	 where	 the	 source	 and	 target	 domains	 are	 both	 active	












fire	 together	 wire	 together,	 neural	 mapping	 circuits	 linking	 the	 two	
domains	will	be	learned	[emphasis	original].394		
	
Lakoff	 argues	 that	 mappings	 result	 from	 forming	 connections	 between	
areas	 of	 the	 brain	 for	 the	 source	 and	 target	 domains.	 Mappings	 come	 into	
existence	when	 these	 areas	 of	 the	brain	 get	 activated	 and	neural	 bindings	 are	
formed.		
Olaf	Jaekel	applies	the	cognitive	theory	of	metaphor	to	religious	texts	and	

















Travelling	 	 	 Life	
Choosing	path		 è		 Moral	choices	
Paths		 	 	 è	 God’s	commandments	or	immoral	life		
Traveller	 	 è	 The	righteous	or	the	wicked		
Good	way		 	 è	 God’s	way,	following	the	commandments,	Christ	
Guide	 	 	 è	 God		
Observer		 	 è	 God	
Deviating		 	 è	 Sin		
Returning	 	 è	 Repentance		








Thus,	 source	 and	 target	 domains	 are	 interconnected	 by	 a	 set	 of	
systematic	 correspondences	 called	 mappings.	 This	 is	 not	 to	 say	 that	 readers	
while	interpreting	extended	metaphors	in	a	narrative	form	such	as	parables	have	
to	impose	some	meaning	on	every	single	element	or	allegorize	each	element	of	a	
given	parable,	but	only	 these	mappings	are	 legitimate	 that	are	highlighted	 in	a	
text.	 As	 it	 will	 be	 elucidated	 later,	 the	 selection	 of	 mappings	 is	 not	 a	 purely	
subjective	 process,	 because	metaphors	 appear	 in	 communicative	 contexts	 and	
they	are	a	part	of	the	wider	discourse,	therefore	these	contexts	combined	with	
communicative	intentions	of	the	writer	narrow	the	possible	range	of	mappings.	
	 However,	 before	 discussing	 the	 topic	 of	 hiding	 and	 highlighting,	 it	 is	
necessary	to	introduce	one	more	term	closely	related	to	the	notion	of	mappings,	




It	 means	 that,	 in	 a	 communication	 process	 apart	 from	 mappings	 that	
structure	a	relationship	between	domains,	speakers	have	extensive	background	




Source		 	 	 	 Target	




by	torturing	and	killing	them	 	 è	 by	eternal	punishment		
The	king	gives	inheritance		 	 è	 Jesus	gives	eternal	life		






communication.	 People	 can	 use	 metaphors	 LIFE	 IS	 A	 JOURNEY,	 ARGUMENT	 IS	 WAR,	








The	 idea	of	hiding	 and	highlighting	 serves	 the	purpose	of	 capturing	 the	
interconnections	 between	 the	 source	 and	 the	 target	 that	 at	 times	 can	 be	
surprising	and	even	shocking.	Some	critics	of	conceptual	metaphor	theory	claim	
that	 it	 is	 based	 on	 similarities	 between	 the	 domains	 and	 mechanically	 set	
correspondences.	However,	partiality	of	mappings	that	is	explained	as	hiding	and	
highlighting	 of	 metaphorical	 mappings	 allows	 showing	 both	 similarity	 and	
dissimilarity.	 Highlighting	 refers	 to	 ‘the	 selective	 mappings	 of	 source	 domain	
features	onto	target	domains’,	whereas	‘suppression	of	other	features’	 is	called	
hiding.398	This	 means	 that	 some	 aspects	 of	 metaphor	 are	 brought	 into	 focus	
whereas	 others	 remain	 hidden	 because	 they	 do	 not	 contribute	 to	 conveying	
information	the	speaker	wants	to	communicate.		
Even	a	brief	analysis	of	examples	presented	above	shows	that	in	a	given	
metaphor	 not	 all	 potential	 elements	 of	 the	 source	 domain	 are	 utilized	 in	 the	
target	domain.	Calling	Jesus,	who	was	a	son	of	a	simple	carpenter,	the	king	was	
striking	and	unexpected	because	he	did	not	fit	the	image.	Moreover,	the	apostle	
Matthew	 depicting	 Jesus	 as	 the	 king	 does	 not	 mention	 the	 crown,	 the	 court,	
wars,	 battles,	 and	 many	 other	 elements	 that	 even	 though	 they	 may	 come	 to	
mind	when	people	 think	about	different	 rulers,	are	not	 important	 in	conveying	











This	 vision	 of	 Jesus	 as	 the	 king	was	 clashing	with	 typical	 experiences	with	 the	
kings	that	people	had	because	most	of	the	earthly	rulers	were	evil	tyrants	who	
did	not	care	much	about	their	subjects	and	justice.	Thus,	Matthew	teaches	and	






	 Another	 important	 feature	of	metaphorical	mappings	 is	 the	principle	of	
unidirectionality,	which	states	that	the	relation	between	the	source	and	target	is	
irreversible	 and	 the	 direction	 of	 mappings	 is	 always	 from	 the	 source	 to	 the	
target.399		 Thus,	 a	metaphor	 LOVE	 IS	WAR	 is	utilized	 in	a	number	of	metaphorical	
expressions	such	as	‘He	is	fighting	for	his	marriage’,	‘She	is	just	one	of	his	many	
conquests’,	 ‘He	 pursued	 her	 and	won	 her	 heart’,	 and	 it	 cannot	 be	 substituted	




arrivals	 as	 births	 and	 departures	 as	 deaths.	 This	 principle	 is	 also	 seen	 in	
numerous	New	Testament	metaphors	such	as	 ‘Jesus	 is	the	king’	that	cannot	be	












George	 Lakoff	 defines	 the	 invariance	 principle	 by	 saying	 that	
‘metaphorical	 mappings	 preserve	 the	 cognitive	 topology	 (that	 is,	 the	 image-
schema	structure)	of	 the	source	domain,	 in	a	way	consistent	with	 the	 inherent	
structure	 of	 the	 target	 domain‘. 401 	It	 means	 that	 there	 are	 constraints	 on	
metaphorical	 mappings	 and	 a	 schematic	 structure	 of	 the	 source	 domain	 is	
mapped	onto	the	target	domain.	Therefore,	the	source	domain	structures	such	
as	containers	get	mapped	to	the	target	as	containers,	paths	as	paths,	exteriors	as	
exteriors,	 but	 never	 as	 interiors.	 Thus,	when	 in	 Romans	 15:13	 Paul	 says,	 ‘Now	
may	 the	 God	 of	 hope	 fill	 you	 with	 all	 joy	 and	 peace’,	 he	 evokes	 a	 containers	
schema	of	the	source	domain	and	the	same	image	schema	is	mapped	onto	the	
target	 domain	 where	 believers	 are	 conceptualized	 as	 containers.	 Therefore,	
there	is	a	structural	consistency	between	the	source	and	target	domains.		
Joseph	Grady	 goes	 even	 a	 step	 further	 and	 claims	 that	 this	 ‘systematic	
projection	of	elements	 from	one	conceptual	domain	onto	elements	of	another	
involves	not	merely	the	objects	and	properties	characteristic	of	the	domain	(e.g.,	
buildings,	 sturdiness	 vs.	 flimsiness,	 etc.)	 but	 also	 the	 relations,	 events,	 and	
scenarios	 that	 characterize	 the	 domain’.402	By	 his	 observation	 he	 captures	 and	
defines	 another	 element	 of	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory,	 namely	 inference	
structures.		
While	 conceptualizing	 one	 domain	 in	 terms	 of	 another	 people	 do	 not	
merely	 compare	 two	 phenomena,	 but	 they	 borrow	 whole	 structures	 of	 one	
domain	 to	 explain	 the	 other.	 Joseph	Grady	 as	 an	 example	 gives	 a	 person	who	
‘blows	 off	 steam’	 and	 points	 out	 that	 the	whole	 point	 of	 this	 expression	 is	 to	
show	that	a	person’s	intensity	of	anger	decreased.403	Human	beings	while	talking	
about	 abstract	 concepts	 such	 as	 love,	 morality,	 forgiveness	 or	 time	 borrow	











Depression	 often	 is	 conceptualized	 as	 a	 container,	 for	 instance,	 people	
say	 ‘He	 has	 a	 deep	 depression’	 because	 they	 understand	 that	 the	 deeper	 the	
object	is	in	a	container,	the	more	difficult	it	is	to	take	it	out.	In	a	similar	fashion,	
the	 deeper	 a	 person	 is	 in	 depression,	 the	 more	 complicated	 is	 getting	 out	 of	
depression	and	recovering.404	It	appears	that	the	source	domain	structures	shape	
and	influence	our	perception	and	the	way	of	speaking	on	the	subject.	In	a	similar	
fashion	Paul’s	words	on	being	 filled	with	 joy	and	peace	exemplify	not	only	 the	
invariance	principle	where	the	structure	of	the	source	is	reflected	into	the	target	
domain,	 but	 projecting	 inference	 structures.	 The	more	 liquid	 is	 in	 a	 container,	
the	 fuller	 it	 is.	 In	 a	 similar	 fashion	 the	more	 Christians	 are	 filled	with	 joy	 and	
peace,	the	more	these	are	visible	in	their	lives.		
Lakoff	while	 explaining	metaphorical	 inferences	 from	 the	 standpoint	 of	
his	 neural	 theory	 points	 out	 that	 metaphorical	 inference	 takes	 place	 when	 ‘a	
metaphorical	mapping	is	activated	in	a	neural	circuit,	there	is	an	inference	in	the	
source	 domain	 of	 the	 mapping,	 and	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	 source	 domain	
inference	 is	mapped	 to	 the	 target	domain,	activating	a	meaningful	node’.405	By	







Primary	 metaphors	 can	 be	 defined	 as	 ‘cross-domain	 mappings,	 from	 a	
source	 domain	 (the	 sensorimotor	 domain)	 to	 a	 target	 domain	 (the	 domain	 of	









representation’	 [emphasis	 original]. 406 	In	 other	 words,	 they	 ‘consist	 of	
correlations	of	a	subjective	experience	with	a	physical	experience’.407	These	two	
elements,	 namely	 a	 combination	 of	 sensorimotor	 experience	 with	 subjective	
experience,	 are	 important	 components	 of	 primary	 metaphor	 theory	 where	
sensorimotor	 experience	 means	 a	 physical	 experience	 that	 is	 shaped	 by	 our	
senses	and	based	on	our	embodiment,	whereas	subjective	experience	is	a	state	
or	emotion	that	we	feel	and	try	to	describe.	For	instance,	as	Kövecses	explains	it,	
‘HAPPY	 IS	 UP	 is	 best	 viewed	 as	 a	 primary	 metaphor,	 where	 being	 happy	 is	 a	
subjective	experience	and	being	physically	up	is	a	physical	one	that	is	repeatedly	
associated	 with	 it’.408	Lakoff	 and	 Johnson	 provide	 a	 list	 of	 primary	 metaphors	
that	 includes	metaphors	such	as:	AFFECTION	IS	WARMTH,	IMPORTANT	IS	BIG,	INTIMACY	IS	
CLOSENESS,	 BAD	 IS	 STINKY,	 DIFFICULTIES	 ARE	 BURDENS,	 PURPOSES	 ARE	 DESTINATIONS	 and	
others.		
Lakoff	 and	 Johnson	 revisited	 previous	 proposals	 of	 primary	 metaphor	
theory	 and	 building	 on	 their	 predecessors’	 findings	 developed	 the	 integrated	
theory	 of	 primary	 metaphor.409	This	 theory	 takes	 into	 consideration	 Johnson’s	
theory	 of	 conflation	 in	 learning,	 Grady’s	 theory	 of	 primary	 metaphor,	
Narayanan's	neural	theory	of	metaphor,	and	Fauconnier	and	Turner's	theory	of	
conceptual	blending.410			
Christopher	 Johnson	 in	 his	 theory	of	 conflation	 in	 learning	 conducted	 a	
study	 on	 the	 process	 of	 metaphor	 acquisition	 in	 children	 and	 how	 they	 learn	
using	 a	metaphor	 KNOWING	 IS	 SEEING.	 He	 observed	 that	 children	 initially	 use	 the	
word	 ‘see’	 in	 a	 literal	 sense,	 ‘Let’s	 see	what	 is	 in	 the	 box’.	 In	 the	 early	 stages	
source	 and	 target	 domains	 are	 conflated	 in	 children,	 but	 soon,	 since	 most	 of	
their	 knowing	 comes	 from	 seeing,	 they	 quickly	 learn	 to	 use	 ‘see’	 in	 a	














you	mean’.411	Lakoff	 and	 Johnson	 conclude	 that	 ‘early	 conflations	 in	 everyday	
experience	 should	 lead	 to	 the	 automatic	 formation	 of	 hundreds	 of	 primary	
metaphors	 that	 pair	 subjective	 experience	 and	 judgment	 with	 sensorimotor	
experience’.412		
Joseph	 Grady	 developing	 Lakoff	 and	 Johnson’s	 theory	 of	 conceptual	
metaphor	 and	 Johnson’s	 theory	 of	 conflation	 built	 his	 own	 theory	 of	 primary	
metaphors.	Grady	notices	that	there	is	‘a	set	of	pervasive	conceptual	metaphors	
which	 seem	 to	 reveal	 with	 special	 directness	 the	 deep	 relationships	 between	
word	 usage,	 conceptual	 structure,	 and	 the	 way	 we	 experience	 the	 world’.413	
Grady	maintains	that	complex	metaphors	are	‘elaborations	of	conceptualizations	
which	 are,	 at	 bottom,	 primary	 metaphors’.414	He	 also	 believes	 that	 primary	
metaphors	are	universal	because	 ‘humans	everywhere	share	the	basic	patterns	
of	 perception	 and	 experience	 that	 are	 reflected	 in	 primary	 metaphor’. 415	
Therefore,	 it	 is	not	surprising	 that	 similar	primary	metaphors	appear	 in	various	
languages	 and	 cultures.	 Grady	 gives	 as	 an	 example	 of	 such	 a	 broad	 cross-
linguistics	 distribution	metaphorical	 expressions	 that	 are	 conceptualizations	 of	
‘important’	 as	 ‘large’.	 When	 people	 say,	 ‘It	 is	 a	 big	 day!’,	 they	 mean	 a	 very	
important	day.416		
Srini	 Narayanan	 and	 later	 Lakoff	 and	 Johnson	 while	 working	 on	 their	
neural	 theory	 of	 language	 explain	 primary	 metaphors	 as	 ‘neural	 connections	
learned	 by	 coactivation’	 and	 they	 point	 put	 that	 ‘whenever	 a	 domain	 of	

















domain,	 permanent	 neural	 connections	 are	 established	 via	 synaptic	 weight	
changes’.417		
Fauconnier	and	Turner's	theory	of	conceptual	blending	also	plays	a	vital	
role	 in	 Lakoff	 and	 Johnson’s	 integrated	 theory	 of	 primary	 metaphor,	 but	 it	 is	
going	to	be	presented	more	in	depth	in	the	next	section.	
Interestingly,	 the	 New	 Testament	 is	 filled	 with	 examples	 of	 primary	
metaphors.	In	the	Gospel	of	Mark	this	primary	metaphor	KNOWING	IS	SEEING	is	used	
in	 Jesus’	 conversation	with	his	 disciples	 and	 its	 force	 can	be	more	appreciated	
when	 its	context	 is	 taken	 into	account.	 In	Mark	8:1-21	there	 is	a	description	of	












in	 stages	 (Mark	 8:22-26).	 Jesus	 opens	 ears	 and	 eyes,	 but	 here	 there	 are	 his	
disciples	who	have	ears	and	eyes,	but	do	not	really	hear	and	see	–	they	do	not	
understand.		
	 From	 a	 hermeneutical	 point	 of	 view,	 a	 study	 of	 primary	 metaphors	 is	
essential	 since	 these	 metaphors	 are	 largely	 universal	 and	 cross-cultural.	 As	









writers	 and	 first	 readers	 of	 the	 New	 Testament’.418	Furthermore,	 identifying	
primary	 metaphors	 is	 an	 essential	 step	 in	 analysing	 and	 understanding	 of	
complex	metaphors.	From	a	homiletical	perspective,	recognizing	image	schemas	
and	 primary	 metaphors	 may	 appear	 to	 be	 a	 vital	 stage	 in	 developing	 new	







within	 an	 area	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 that	 seeks	 to	 describe	 and	 explain	 the	
phenomenon	 of	 metaphors	 and	 the	 way	 they	 function.	 Fauconnier	 defines	
mental	 spaces	as	 ‘very	partial	 assemblies	 constructed	as	we	 think	and	 talk,	 for	
purposes	 of	 local	 understanding	 and	 action’	 and	 he	 adds	 that	 ‘they	 contain	
elements	 and	 are	 structured	 by	 frames	 and	 cognitive	 models’. 419 	Lakoff	
explaining	 this	 notion	 from	 a	 NLT	 perspective	 states	 that	 a	mental	 space	 ‘is	 a	
mental	 simulation	 characterizing	 an	 understanding	 of	 a	 situation,	 real	 or	
imagined’.420	There	 are	 several	 elements	 in	 these	 definitions	 that	 are	 worth	
emphasizing.	Similarly	to	frames	and	domains	mental	spaces	serve	the	purpose	
of	 organizing	 our	 knowledge.	 They	 are	 mental	 simulations	 or	 constructs	 that	
come	 to	 existence	 as	 we	 think	 or	 talk.	 The	 notion	 of	 mental	 spaces	 is	 more	
specific	then	domains	and	frames	since	mental	spaces	carry	more	information,	as	
will	 be	 shown	 in	 the	 next	 section.	 Furthermore,	 mental	 spaces	 ‘are	 not	
equivalent	 to	 domains,	 but,	 rather,	 they	 depend	 on	 them:	 spaces	 represent	












spaces	 represent	 ideas	 and	 are	made	 of	 numerous	 sources	 including	 different	
conceptual	domains.422		
The	most	important	element	of	this	theory	is	the	fact	that	when	we	come	
up	 with	 new	 ideas	 they	 are	 the	 result	 of	 blending	 of	 mental	 spaces.	 While	




an	 example	 he	 reminds	 his	 readers	 about	 a	 discovery	 of	 a	 32,000-years-old	
figurine	of	a	 lionman	that	was	found	 in	Germany	 in	1939.424	Even	though,	 lions	
and	men	 differ	 greatly,	 at	 some	 point	 somebody	 blended	 these	 two	 concepts	
and	came	up	with	an	idea	of	a	lionman.	Turner	stresses,	‘Lions	and	man	are	not	
merely	 held	 in	 mind	 at	 the	 same	 time;	 they	 are	 also	 used	 to	 create	 a	 new,	
blended	concept,	a	lionman,	which	is	neither	a	lion	nor	a	man,	exactly’	[emphasis	
original].425	This	 process	 of	 creating	 new	 ideas	 can	 also	 be	 seen	 in	 children’s	
games	when	a	boy	runs	around	shouting,	‘I	am	a	tiger’	blending	an	idea	of	a	boy	
with	an	idea	of	a	tiger	together	and	by	doing	so	creating	a	new	concept.426		
Mark	 Turner	 depicts	 this	 process	 of	 emerging	 new	 concepts.	 He	 points	
out	 that	 mental	 spaces	 create	 integration	 networks	 and	 a	 prototypical	




















As	 in	 conceptual	metaphor	 theory,	 there	are	partial	 cross-space	mappings	 that	
‘connect	 counterparts	 in	 the	 input	 mental	 spaces’.428	Then,	 there	 is	 a	 generic	
space	and	as	Fauconnier	and	Turner	explain	‘a	generic	mental	space	maps	onto	
each	 of	 the	 inputs	 and	 contains	what	 the	 inputs	 have	 in	 common’.429	Coulson	







































Even	 though	blending	 theory	 is	 not	 considered	 to	be	 a	 competing	 view	
with	 conceptual	metaphor	 theory,	 but	 rather	 a	 complementary	 one,	 there	 are	
some	major	differences	 that	have	 to	be	 taken	 into	account.433	As	 it	was	 stated	
earlier	 mental	 spaces	 are	 not	 equivalents	 of	 domains.	 Grady,	 Oakley,	 and	
Coulson	point	out	that	blending	theory	differs	from	conceptual	metaphor	theory	
because	 it	 is	 based	on	 four	 or	more	mental	 spaces	 instead	of	 two	domains	 as	
basic	organization	units.	434	Some	cognitivists	emphasize	 that	even	 though	both	
theories	 can	 be	 used	 to	 describe	 metaphors	 and	 explain	 how	 they	 function,	
there	 are	 cases	 when	 blending	 theory	 brings	 better	 results	 as	 to	 explaining	
meaning	of	some	metaphors.		
Grady,	 Oakley,	 and	 Coulson	 provide	 as	 an	 example	 a	 metaphor,	 ‘This	
surgeon	is	a	butcher’,	which	means	that	he	is	incompetent.	They	point	out	that	
conceptual	metaphor	theory	with	its	source	and	target	domains	can	be	used	to	
describe	how	this	metaphor	 functions,	but	 it	does	not	explain	how	 the	 idea	of	
incompetence	 appeared,	 since	 it	 is	 not	 a	 part	 of	 a	 source	 domain	 and	
consequently	cannot	be	projected	to	a	target	domain.	Being	a	butcher	does	not	
mean	 lack	 of	 competence,	 but	 butchers	 use	 a	 less	 precise	 technique	 when	 it	
comes	to	meat	cutting	than	surgeons	do.435		

















Finally,	 there	 is	 a	 blended	 space	 that	 utilizes	 some	 of	 the	 structures	 of	
both	input	spaces	such	as	a	butcher	using	the	means	of	butchery	to	cut	meat	and	
a	surgeon	using	the	means	of	surgery	to	bring	healing.	Kövecses	explains	that	‘in	
the	blend	 there	 is	 a	 surgeon	 in	 the	 role	 of	 a	 butcher	who	uses	 a	 tool	 and	 the	
means	 of	 butchery	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 healing	 a	 patient’.436	Then	he	 concludes	
that	‘a	surgeon	cannot	do	a	good	job	in	trying	to	heal	a	human	patient	by	using	
the	 means	 of	 butchery’. 437 	Any	 surgeon,	 who	 would	 do	 that,	 would	 be	
considered	incompetent.	Thus,	by	blending	two	mental	spaces	of	a	surgeon	and	






Blending	 theory	 is	 also	 very	applicable	 to	biblical	 interpretation.	Bonnie	
Howe,	 while	 analysing	 a	 biblical	 metaphor	 of	 the	 devil	 who	 as	 our	 adversary	
‘prowls	 about	 like	 a	 roaring	 lion’	 (1	 Peter	 5:8)	 indicates	 that	 in	 order	 to	
understand	 this	 metaphor	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 take	 into	 consideration	 more	
domains	 than	 just	 a	 source	 and	 a	 target	 domain.	 She	 enumerates	 the	
Interpersonal	 Conflict	 Domain	 (an	 opponent,	 an	 adversary);	 the	 Legal	 Domain	
(an	accuser,	a	slanderer);	 the	Supernatural	Beings	and	the	Powers	Domain	(the	
devil	as	an	evil	supernatural	being);	and	Animal	Domain	(a	roaring	lion).438	Thus,	















believers:	 1	 Cor.	 3:16-17,	 1	 Cor.	 6:18-20,	 2	 Cor.	 6:16,	 and	 Eph.	 2:20-21.439	In	 1	
Cor.	3:16-17	it	 is	said	that	God’s	temple	 is	holy	and	whoever	destroys	 it	will	be	
destroyed	 and	 the	 church	 as	 God’s	 temple	 is	 holy	 and	 protected	 by	 God.	 As	
God’s	temple	it	is	also	a	dwelling	of	the	Holy	Spirit.	In	1	Cor.	6:18-20,	Paul	writes	
that	bodies	of	believers	are	 the	temple	of	God	since	they	are	 indwelled	by	 the	
Holy	Spirit.	Thus,	our	bodies	do	not	belong	to	us	and	as	Christians	we	should	not	
indulge	 in	 immorality,	 but	worship	 God	 in	 our	 bodies.	 In	 2	 Cor.	 6:16,	 a	whole	
discussion	about	Christians	being	the	temple	of	God	is	also	placed	 in	an	ethical	
context	of	unhealthy	relationships	with	a	pagan	culture.	Again,	Paul	depicts	the	
temple	 as	 a	 place	 of	 God’s	 dwelling	 and	 in	 a	 similar	 fashion	 a	 Christian	
community	 is	a	place	where	God	dwells	since	it	belongs	to	God.	Finally,	 in	Eph.	
2:19-21	 Paul	 describes	 the	 Christian	 community	 as	 made	 of	 Jews	 and	 pagans	




blend	 of	 two	 ideas,	 namely	 a	 Christian	 community	 and	 the	 temple	 of	 God.	 A	
closer	 look	 at	 Pauline	 depiction	 of	 the	 temple	 reveals	 some	 common	 features	
such	 as	 a	 holy	 place,	 belonging	 to	 God,	 and	 God’s	 dwelling.	 Even	 though	 it	 is	
possible	to	harmonize	all	these	passages	and	conduct	an	analysis	of	a	metaphor	
of	 a	 Christian	 community	 as	 the	 temple	 of	 God,	 from	 biblical	 preaching	
perspective,	 it	 is	 much	more	 prudent	 to	 focus	 on	 one	 particular	metaphor	 as	
presented	in	a	single	text	and	interpret	it	in	its	context,	and	this	is	my	intention	
as	well.		
Having	 said	 that,	 a	blending	process	as	 it	occurs	 in	Eph.	2:19-21	will	 be	











the	 input	 space	 of	 a	 Christian	 community	 the	 following	 characteristics	 can	 be	
included:	 established	 by	 Christ	 on	 the	 teaching	 of	 the	 prophets	 and	 apostles,	
growing,	made	of	different	people,	and	it	belongs	to	God.		






the	 temple	 of	 God.	 It	 appears	 that	 a	 church	 as	 God’s	 temple	 is	 built	 on	 a	
foundation	of	the	apostles	and	prophets	and	Christ	is	its	cornerstone.	It	is	made	
of	 many	 different	 people	 including	 Jews	 and	 pagans	 who	 were	 made	 one	 in	
Christ.	This	temple	is	being	built	by	God	and	it	 is	growing	because	it	 is	made	of	
people	 who	 are	 being	 built	 together.	 The	 church	 is	 holy	 since	 it	 is	 a	 dwelling	
place	of	God.		
Thus,	 the	 blended	 space	 differs	 from	 the	 generic	 space	 in	 this	 respect	
that	the	common	elements	are	very	general	while	appearing	in	the	generic	space	
but	become	more	specific	and	form	a	new	blend	that	combines	the	ideas	of	the	
temple	 and	 the	 church	 together.	 As	 a	 result	 the	 reader	 starts	 perceiving	 the	
church	 as	 the	 temple	 of	 God.	What	 is	 important	 in	 the	 blended	 space	 is	 that	
there	 are	 elements	 that	 do	 not	 appear	 in	 the	 input	 space	 of	 the	 church.	 For	
instance,	 typically	we	do	not	 think	 about	 a	Christian	 community	 as	 a	dwelling.	
This	new	 idea	emerges	 as	 concepts	of	 the	 temple	 and	 the	 church	are	blended	
together.		
	 In	 summary,	 I	 want	 to	 point	 out	 that	 conceptual	metaphor	 theory	 and	






are	 based	 on	 the	 same	 theoretical	 framework.	 Behind	 both	 of	 these	 theories	
there	is	a	presupposition	that	two	different	concepts	when	put	together	lead	to	
emergence	of	a	new	concept.	Moreover,	both	theories	enrich	our	understanding	






	 While	 studying	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 some	 terms	 may	 appear	 to	 be	
confusing	 and	 overlapping	 like	 image	 schema,	 domains,	 frames,	 and	 mental	
spaces.	Partially	 it	 is	due	to	 the	 fact	 that	 they	belong	 to	different	 theories,	but	
still	 they	 describe	 different	 phenomena	 that	might	 be	 difficult	 to	 differentiate	
and	 relate	 to	 each	 other.	 Therefore,	 Zoltán	 Kövecses	 undertakes	 a	 task	 of	
explaining	the	interrelationships	between	these	notions	on	the	basis	of	levels	of	
schematicity	 and	 specificity	 and	 explicates	 his	 ‘multi-level	 view	 of	 conceptual	







This	 diagram	 shows	 an	 interrelationship	 between	 image	 schemas,	
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specific	 as	 pictured	 by	 the	 downward	 arrow.	 Domains	 and	 frames	 are	 more	
specific	than	image	schemas,	but	less	schematic,	whereas	mental	spaces	are	the	
least	schematic	and	the	most	specific.	
While	 trying	 to	 capture	 differences	 between	 various	 levels	 of	
schematicity,	 it	 is	helpful	 to	see	differences	between	 image	schemas,	domains,	
frames,	 and	mental	 spaces.	 Image	 schemas	as	 analogue	patterns	 are	 the	most	
general	 conceptual	 structures	 and	 are	 the	 basis	 for	 development	 of	 more	
complex	structures	such	as	domains,	frames,	and	mental	spaces.		
Domains	 as	 opposed	 to	 image	 schemas	 are	 not	 ‘analogue,	 imagistic	
patterns	 of	 experience	 but	 propositional	 in	 nature	 in	 a	 highly	 schematic	
fashion’.443	They	belong	to	a	different	level	of	schematicity	because	they	consist	
of	more	parts	than	image	schema	and	carry	more	information.		
Frames,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 ‘elaborate	 particular	 aspects	 of	 a	 domain	
matrix;	 that	 is,	 particular	 higher	 level	 concepts	 within	 a	 domain’.444	Following	
Karen	 Sullivan,	 Kövecses	 argues	 ‘frames	 involve	 more	 conceptually	 specific	
information	than	domains’.	445		
Finally,	 there	 are	 mental	 spaces	 that	 are	 defined	 as	 ‘highly	 specific	
structures	 occurring	 in	 online	 processing	 in	 particular	 communicative	
situations’.446	This	 notion	 of	 online	 processing	 refers	 to	 coming	 into	 existence	
during	 time	 of	 speaking	 or	 writing	 in	 a	 particular	 communicative	 situation.	
Kövecses	points	out	that	mental	spaces	‘borrow	their	structure	from	frames,	but	
the	generic	structures	from	frames	are	further	elaborated	by	specific	information	
from	 context’. 447 	While	 distinguishing	 mental	 spaces	 from	 other	 conceptual	















	 In	 summary,	 I	 believe	 that	 Kövecses	 has	 convincingly	 shown	 that	
conceptual	structures	described	above	belong	to	different	levels	of	schematicity.	
According	Kövecses,	 image	schemas	differ	 from	others	 in	 the	respect	 that	 they	
are	 analogue	 patterns,	whereas	mental	 spaces	 are	 online	 representations	 that	
come	into	existence	during	the	time	of	speaking.		
	 These	levels	of	schematicity	can	be	seen	while	examining	a	metaphor	of	
the	 church	as	 the	body	of	Christ.	 This	particular	metaphor	 is	 an	elaboration	of	
several	 different	 image	 schemas	 such	as:	 VERTICALITY,	UP-DOWN,	CONTAINER,	OBJECT,	
and	PARTS-WHOLE	and	more.	 These	 image	 schemas	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 fact	 that	
Christ,	who	 is	 the	highest	authority	over	 the	 church,	 is	 the	head	of	 the	 church	




of	 a	 general	 metaphor	 ORGANIZATIONS	 ARE	 LIVING	 ORGANISMS	 and	 in	 this	 particular	
case	 it	 consists	 of	 two	 domains:	 the	 source	 domain	 of	 a	 human	 body	 and	 the	
target	domain	of	a	church.	Metaphorical	mappings	highlight	key	aspects	of	this	





Finally,	 following	 Kövecses’	 model,	 there	 are	 mental	 spaces	 that	 can	
result	 blendings	 such	 as	 a	 church	 as	 being	 unhealthy,	 a	 headless	 church	 that	
denies	 Christ’s	 authority	 or	 a	 church	 that	 is	 missing	 a	 leg	 and	 an	 arm	 after	 a	
severe	 conflict	 and	 division.	 Thus,	while	 examining	 this	 particular	metaphor	 of	












	 The	 aim	 of	 this	 chapter	 was	 to	 present	 those	 elements	 of	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	and	especially	conceptual	metaphor	 theory	 that	are	most	applicable	
to	analysis	of	biblical	texts.	In	order	to	show	how	these	theories	are	productive	
when	 applied	 to	 biblical	 interpretation	 I	 have	 provided	 examples	 of	 their	
usefulness	in	biblical	exegesis.		
I	am	convinced	that	Cognitive	Linguistics	is	productive	in	biblical	exegesis	
because	 it	 advances	 our	 understanding	 of	 human	 cognition	 by	 taking	 into	
account	 the	newest	 findings	 in	 linguistics,	 sociology,	 psychology,	 neuroscience,	




reducing	 the	 complexity	 of	 environment.	 Consequently,	 human	 language	 is	
largely	 metaphorical	 and	 conceptual	 metaphors	 are	 ubiquitous	 since	 they	
permeate	the	majority	of	human	verbal	communication.	
Even	 though	 various	 insights	 presented	 in	 this	 chapter	 can	 be	 gained	
using	 more	 traditional	 approaches	 to	 hermeneutics,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	
enhances	 our	 methodology	 of	 biblical	 studies,	 giving	 us	 a	 helpful	 language	 to	
conduct	 biblical	 analysis	 and	 express	 its	 findings.	 For	 instance,	 the	 notions	 of	
categories,	prototypes,	and	frames	are	useful	in	recognizing	the	key	concepts	in	
the	 text,	 but	 also	 they	 provide	 the	 preacher	 with	 a	 systematized	 approach	 to	
conducting	analysis	of	understanding	of	these	concepts	 in	their	original	setting.	
The	 notion	 of	 prototypes	 changes	 the	 preacher’s	 approach	 to	 biblical	 ethics	
stressing	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 not	 based	 on	 rules	 but	 on	 prototypical	 models.	




instead	of	 perceiving	 its	message	 in	 terms	of	 rules	we	 start	 identifying	mental	
models.	
Various	 elements	 of	 conceptual	 metaphor	 theory	 as	 discussed	 in	 this	
chapter	help	 to	 interpret	biblical	metaphors	 and	 images	 in	much	more	holistic	
fashion	seeing	them	not	only	as	linguistic	decorations,	but	rather	as	conceptual	
phenomena.	 As	 opposed	 to	 traditional	 understandings	 of	metaphors,	 they	 are	
not	 embellishments	 of	 concepts	 that	 need	 to	 be	 removed	 in	 the	 process	 of	
interpretation	 to	 discover	 these	 concepts,	 but	 they	 are	 vehicles	 conveying	
concepts.	
Finally,	 Kövecses’	 model	 of	 levels	 of	 metaphor	 is	 enlightening	 in	 the	
respect	 that	 it	 presents	 various	 theories	 belonging	 to	 the	 broad	 family	 of	




























Even	 though	 in	 the	 previous	 chapter	 on	 major	 elements	 of	 Cognitive	
Linguistics,	 numerous	 examples	 of	 application	 of	 this	 theory	 to	 biblical	
interpretation	were	presented,	it	is	in	order	to	expound	on	correlations	between	
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	 biblical	 hermeneutics	 and	 elucidate	 general	
hermeneutical	 principles	 governing	 interpretation	 of	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	
images.	 The	 aim	 of	 this	 chapter	 is	 to	 apply	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 biblical	





questioning	 the	 idea	 of	 stressing	 the	 importance	 of	 only	 one	 element	 of	
communication	over	the	others.		
While	 presenting	 the	 Cognitive	 Linguistics’	 perspective	 on	 issues	 of	 the	
author,	 the	 text,	 and	 the	 reader,	 I	 will	 also	 take	 into	 consideration	 notions	 of	
cultural	universality	and	variation.	I	will	show	how	these	concepts	allow	us	to	see	
cultural	distance	and	closeness	between	the	reality	as	presented	in	the	text	and	
ours.	 In	this	section,	 I	will	also	discuss	the	problem	of	 identifying	culturally	free	
timeless	 truths	 in	 the	text.	While	appreciating	cultural	variations	and	 individual	
human	perceptions,	 I	am	going	to	engage	with	John	Sanders	about	his	view	on	
the	impossibility	of	identifying	such	truths	in	the	text.		
In	 the	 second	 part	 of	 this	 chapter,	 I	 will	 show	 the	 importance	 of	
perceiving	 and	 analysing	 metaphors	 as	 a	 part	 of	 discourse	 exposing	 how	 a	
discourse	 analysis	 that	 utilizes	 Cognitive	 Linguistics’	 apparatus	 affects	 our	





This	 chapter	 will	 conclude	 with	 a	 presentation	 of	 a	 summary	 of	 a	
hermeneutical	methodology	that	could	be	applied	to	sermon	preparation.	Even	
though	 there	 are	 several	 studies	 on	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 applied	 to	
hermeneutics,	there	is	a	gap	in	 literature	with	regard	to	resources	that	address	
the	issue	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	in	hermeneutics	in	the	context	of	homiletics	and	






	 While	 entering	 discussions	 on	 hermeneutics,	 it	 is	 inevitable	 to	 face	 a	
challenge	of	defining	a	relationship	between	the	author,	the	text,	and	its	readers.	
Actually,	 these	 three	elements	are	 foundational	 in	every	hermeneutical	 system	
and	 indispensable	 in	 communication.	 Any	 communication	 act	 can	 take	 place	
because	there	is	the	communicator	who	wants	to	communicate	some	kind	of	a	
message,	 there	 is	 the	 message	 that	 is	 being	 communicated,	 and	 there	 is	 the	
recipient	 of	 this	 message.	 Thus,	 in	 the	 process	 of	 studying	 biblical	 texts,	





to	 interpreting	biblical	 texts.	The	 first	one	 is	 called	 the	author-centred,	author-
oriented	approach	or	authorial	 intention.	The	second	is	called	the	text-oriented	
or	 text-centred.	 Finally,	 there	 is	 the	 reader-oriented	 approach,	 reader-centred	
criticism,	or	reception	theory.		
	 A	 detailed	 analysis	 of	 approaches	 enumerated	 above	 goes	 beyond	 the	













	 This	 approach	 is	 based	on	an	 assumption	 that	 in	order	 to	 interpret	 the	
text	 correctly,	 readers	 have	 to	 understand	 intentions	 of	 the	 author	 because	
‘what	 the	 author	 intended	 is	 both	accessible	 by	means	of	 the	 text,	 and	 is	 also	
controlling	 in	 interpretation’	 [emphasis	 original].450	Friedrich	 Schleiermacher	 is	
considered	to	be	the	father	of	modern	hermeneutics	and	one	of	the	pioneers	of	
the	 authorial	 intention	 approach.	 His	 method	 is	 based	 on	 both	 grammatical	
analysis	of	the	text	and	reconstructing	psychological	picture	of	the	author	and	his	
perception	of	it.	In	order	to	comprehend	the	author’s	intentions	and	personality	
he	 believes	 that,	 consciously	 or	 not,	 when	 reading	 the	 text	 the	 reader	 always	
uses	a	divinatory	method	and	‘transforms	oneself	into	the	other	person	and	tries	
to	understand	the	individual	element	directly’.451		
Among	 prominent	 adherents	 of	 this	 approach	 there	 is	 E.D.	 Hirsch	who	
instead	 of	 psychologizing	 the	 author	 suggests	 identifying	 his	 intentions	 as	
communicated	 in	 the	 text	 by	means	 of	 sharable	 linguistic	 conventions.	 Hirsch	
believes	 that	 ‘verbal	meaning	 is	whatever	 someone	 has	willed	 to	 convey	 by	 a	
particular	 sequence	of	 linguistics	 signs	and	which	 can	be	 conveyed	 (shared)	by	
means	of	these	linguistics	signs’.452	Therefore,	it	is	reasonable	to	assume	that	the	














According	 to	 Klein,	 Blomberg,	 and	 Hubbard	 the	 author-centred	 textual	
meaning	 is	 ‘that	 which	 the	 words	 and	 grammatical	 structures	 of	 that	 text	
disclose	 about	 the	 probable	 intention	 of	 its	 author/editor	 and	 probable	
understanding	of	that	text	by	its	intended	readers’.453	Several	other	proponents	
of	 this	 approach	 follow	 similar	 lines	 of	 reasoning	 and	 instead	 of	 talking	 about	
authorial	 intentions	 prefer	 using	 terms	 such	 as	 ‘communicative	 intentions’	 or	
‘embodied	intentions’.454		
	 Over	 years	 concerns	 have	 been	 raised	 regarding	 an	 authorial	 intention	
approach.	Some	scholars,	following	the	footsteps	of	Wimsatt	and	Beardslay,	who	
created	 the	 term	 ‘intentional	 fallacy’,	 believe	 that	 authorial	 intentions	 are	
beyond	 the	 readers’	 access	 and	 they	 are	 actually	 redundant	 because	 texts	 are	
autonomous	sources	of	meaning.455	Since	readers	do	not	have	any	direct	access	
to	 the	 authors’	minds	 and	 cannot	 ask	 them	 for	 clarification,	 for	 some	 scholars	



























	 Some	 scholars	 suggest	 that	 instead	 of	 focusing	 on	 what	 authors	might	
have	 wanted	 to	 say	 or	 not,	 it	 seems	 to	 be	 more	 prudent	 to	 emphasize	 the	
autonomy	 of	 a	 text	 and	 search	 for	 the	 textual	 meaning	 instead	 of	 authorial	
intentions.456	In	 his	 essay	with	 a	 telling	 title	 ‘The	Death	 of	 the	Author’,	 Roland	
Barthes	 insists	 that	 the	 text	 is	 a	 closed	 and	 self-governing	 entity	 and	 as	 such	
should	be	studied	on	its	own	terms	independently	from	its	author.457		
Paul	Ricoeur	provides	further	arguments	against	the	idea	of	the	authorial	
intention,	 but	 in	 favour	 of	 autonomy	 of	 the	 text.	 He	 insists	 on	 making	 a	
distinction	 between	 spoken	 and	 written	 communication	 and	 argues	 for	
distanciation	 between	 the	 author	 and	 the	 text	 that	 takes	 place	 once	 an	
utterance	 is	 written	 down.	 Moreover,	 from	 his	 perspective	 meaning	 is	 never	





Michael	 Gorman	 while	 rejecting	 the	 notion	 of	 discovering	 authorial	
intention	as	the	ultimate	goal	of	exegetical	endeavours	claims,	‘[a]	more	modest	

























produced	 by	 the	 reader	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 the	 reader’s	 interaction	with	 the	 text.	
Martin	 Heidegger	 provides	 philosophical	 foundations	 for	 development	 of	 this	
theory.	 He	 claims	 that	 readers	 when	 reading	 the	 text	 bring	 their	 individual	
presuppositions	 that	 shape	 their	 understanding	 of	 its	meaning.	 Some	 of	 these	
presuppositions	 might	 be	 changed	 in	 the	 process	 of	 reading,	 which	 results	 in	
emergence	of	new	presuppositions.	Thus,	establishing	meaning	of	 the	 text	 is	 a	
result	of	the	reader’s	interaction	with	it.461	
	 Hans-Georg	 Gadamer	 pictures	 the	 idea	 of	 understanding	 a	 text	 as	 the	
fusion	 of	 two	 horizons	 –	 the	 horizon	 of	 a	 text	 and	 the	 one	 of	 a	 reader.	 In	 his	
view,	the	meaning	emerges	in	this	process	of	dissolving	the	boundaries	between	
the	 reader	 and	 the	 text	 so	 that	 ‘a	 person	 reading	 a	 text	 is	 himself	 part	 of	 the	
meaning	he	apprehends’.462			
	 Wolfgang	 Iser	 and	 Hans	 Robert	 Jauss	 represent	 a	 more	 moderate	
perspective	on	a	role	of	the	reader	and	place	more	significance	on	the	text,	while	
Norman	 Holland,	 who	 talks	 about	 ‘a	 transaction	 between	 the	 reader	 and	 the	
text’,	 and	 Stanley	 Fish,	 who	 stresses	 the	 authoritative	 role	 of	 the	 community	
interpreting	the	text,	are	more	radical	in	their	understanding	of	an	active	role	of	
the	reader	in	creation	of	meaning.463	
	 Anthony	 Thiselton	 summarizes	 this	 approach	 by	 saying	 that	 reader-



















	 Even	though	 it	 is	unquestionable	that	 readers	read	texts	 through	 lenses	
of	 their	 own	 experiences,	 personalities,	 and	 backgrounds,	 numerous	 scholars	
pointed	 out	 weaknesses	 of	 the	 reader-centred	 approach.	 Mirosław	 Marczak	
argues:	
	
If	we	regard	the	reader	as	 the	ultimate	determinant	 for	 the	meaning	of	







to’	 [emphasis	 original].466	For	 this	 reason	 he	 finds	 ‘the	 concept	 of	 authorial	
intention	indispensable	and	important’	while	not	minimalizing	at	the	same	time	
the	significance	of	the	fact	that	some	texts	may	convey	more	than	their	authors	
intended.467	Consequently,	 he	 stresses	 that	 ‘to	 attend	 to	 the	 intention	 behind	




author	 and	 emerging	 the	 reader-centred	 approach	 as	 advocated	 by	 Barthes,	




















the	 author	 and	 the	 primacy	 of	 the	 reader,	 they	 have	 their	 own	 readers	 and	
followers	who	want	 to	 understand	 their	 ideas	 correctly	 and	make	 great	 effort	
convey	them	faithfully.		
However,	 the	 greatest	 weakness	 of	 the	 reader-centred	 approach	 is	




Consequently,	 it	 is	 not	 surprising	 that	 there	 is	 an	 increasing	 number	 of	
voices	 within	 biblical	 scholarship	 calling	 for	 developing	 new	 more	 mediated	
positions	 that	would	 take	 into	 consideration	 influence	 of	 the	 author,	 the	 text,	
and	the	reader	 in	establishing	the	meaning.	Jeannine	Brown	who	perceives	the	
Scripture	as	communication	is	one	of	the	proponents	of	this	mediated	approach.	
She	 defines	 meaning	 as	 ‘the	 complex	 pattern	 of	 what	 an	 author	 intends	 to	
communicate	 with	 his	 or	 her	 audience	 for	 purposes	 of	 engagement,	 which	 is	
inscribed	 in	 the	 text	 and	 conveyed	 through	 use	 of	 both	 sharable	 language	
parameters	and	background-contextual	assumptions’.470	For	her	communicative	
intention	that	should	be	 identified	 in	the	process	of	studying	a	text	 is	 ‘what	an	
author	actually	does	communicate	by	intention	in	a	text’.471		
Kevin	 Vanhoozer	 rejects	 the	 idea	 that	 ‘meaning	 and	 reference	 are	
indeterminate,	as	well	as	the	related	idea	that	the	author	is	“dead”	or	irrelevant	









notion	 that	 ‘readers	 are	 free	 to	 manufacture	 or	 to	 manipulate	 textual	
meaning’. 472 	As	 the	 alternative	 Vanhoozer	 claims	 that	 ‘the	 paradigm	 for	 a	
Christian	view	of	 communication	 is	 the	 triune	God	 in	a	 communicative	action’,	
which	presupposes	existence	of	the	sender	and	the	receiver	and	understanding	










	 Considering	 the	 fact	 that	 one	 of	 main	 criticisms	 of	 the	 author-centred	
approach	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 authorial	 intentions	 are	 inaccessible	 since	we	 cannot	




notion	 of	 the	 implied	 author	 as	 ‘the	 textually	 constructed	 author	 who	




because	 as	 the	 readers	we	do	not	have	 an	 insight	 into	 thoughts,	motives,	 and	


















in	 the	 text	 is	 not	 only	 to	 envision	 addressees	 of	 the	 authorial	 communicative	





	 At	 this	 point	 I	want	 to	 point	 out	 that	 preachers	while	 analysing	biblical	
texts	 and	 employing	 categories	 of	 the	 implied	 author	 and	 the	 implied	 reader	
attempt	 to	 envision	 the	 author’s	 intensions	 and	 the	 readers’	 possible	ways	 of	
reception	 of	 the	 text,	 but	 that	 does	 not	 give	 them	 certainty	 regarding	 their	






make	 an	 act	 of	 interpretation	 our	 imagination	 is	 needed	 and	 our	 predictions	
regarding	 the	 meaning	 should	 be	 reinforced	 by	 clues	 found	 in	 the	 text	 itself.	


















God’s	 communication.	As	we	 study	 the	Bible	our	 goal	 is	 discovering	what	God	
wants	to	communicate	through	the	text	and	its	human	authors.		
	 Interestingly,	from	the	perspective	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	and	especially	
conceptual	 metaphor	 theory,	 communication,	 writing,	 reading,	 and	
interpretation	are	considered	to	be	encounters	of	the	minds	of	those	involved	in	
a	 communication	 process.	 John	 Sanders	 states	 that	 meaning	 ‘develops	 when	
minds	encounter	one	another	using	shared	conceptual	structures	that	arise	out	
of	 our	 embodiment	 experiences	 with	 our	 environment	 and	 from	 cultural	
frames’.478	Hence	Cognitive	Linguistics	offers	a	new	perspective	on	 the	 issue	of	
the	 author,	 the	 text,	 and	 the	 reader	 as	 presented	 above.	 Cognitivists	 do	 not	
focus	 separately	 on	 the	 authors,	 the	 texts,	 and	 the	 readers	 since	 all	 these	





Hence,	 even	 though	we	 do	 not	 have	 an	 access	 to	 the	 actual	 authors,	 we	 can	
analyse	ways	of	conceptualization	of	 the	textually	constructed	 implied	authors.	
Moreover,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 allows	 overcoming	 some	 of	 the	 distance	
between	the	actual	authors	and	the	implied	authors	since	both	share	the	same	
conceptual	 system	 that	 is	 largely	 shaped	 by	 their	 embodiment,	 which	 affects	
their	thinking	and	construction	of	meaning.				
Thus,	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 a	 close	 relationship	 between	 the	 implied	






worth	 remembering	 that	 conceptual	 metaphors	 are	 based	 on	 conveying	
concepts.	 As	 it	 was	 stated	 earlier,	 conceptual	 metaphors	 can	 be	 defined	 as	
understanding	 one	 concept	 in	 terms	 of	 another	 to	 create	 a	 new	 one.	 This	
definition	 presupposes	 that	 the	 authors	 while	 employing	 metaphorical	
expressions	 in	 their	 discourses	 do	 it	 intentionally	 in	 order	 to	 convey	 certain	
ideas.	 Consequently,	 the	 quest	 for	 identifying	 concepts	 that	 are	 behind	
conceptual	metaphors	 in	not	only	 justifiable,	 but	 also	 indispensable.	 Preachers	
while	analysing	metaphorical	texts	should	identify	and	analyse	the	concepts	that	
were	 employed	 in	 order	 to	 create	 a	 metaphorical	 expression	 and	 understand	
what	kind	of	new,	blended	concepts	emerged	as	a	result	of	this	process.		
Therefore,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 gives	 essential	 tools	 for	 thinking	 and	
interpreting	 the	 Bible.	 In	 debates	 on	 biblical	 interpretation	 various	 biblical	
scholars	 distinguished	 the	world	 of	 the	 text,	 the	world	 of	 the	 author,	 and	 the	
world	 of	 the	 reader,	 as	 if	 they	 were	 separate	 realms	 often	 stressing	 the	
importance	of	one	of	them	over	the	others.	Cognitive	linguistics	allows	bringing	
these	separate	worlds	back	together	and	placing	them	in	the	unified	process	of	
communication.	 It	 helps	 to	 resolve	 the	 debate	 about	 the	 role	 of	 the	 implied	




communication	 is	 always	 based	 on	 the	 encounter	 of	 the	 minds	 and	 all	 these	
elements	play	their	role.	Cognitive	Linguistics	does	not	also	exclude	the	notion	of	




and	 embodiment,	 and	 all	 readers	 read	 texts	 through	 lenses	 of	 their	 own	
perception	that	is	shaped	in	a	similar	fashion.	Therefore,	the	text	is	the	meeting	
point	between	the	implied	author	and	the	implied	and	contemporary	readers.	It	





categories	 to	 analyse	 factors	 shaping	 these	perceptions	of	 the	 implied	 authors	






Moreover,	while	 studying	 conceptual	metaphors	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 take	
into	 consideration	 both	 their	 universality	 and	 variation.	 Kövecses	 argues	 that	
universality	of	metaphors	is	based	on	our	embodiment,	whereas	variation	arises	
from	 differences	 in	 context.479	In	 his	 opinion	 ‘both	 universal	 embodiment	 and	
nonuniversal	 context	 affect	 the	 way	 people	 conceptualize	 the	 world	 in	 real	
communicative/discourse	 situations’.480	This	 fact	has	 important	 implications	 for	
our	perception	of	the	author,	text,	and	reader.		
Considering	the	fact	that	our	perception	of	reality,	our	conceptual	system	
and	 the	 ways	 we	 use	 metaphors	 are	 rooted	 in	 our	 embodiment	 and	 primary	
bodily	 experiences,	 the	 authors	 and	 the	 readers	 even	 though	 separated	 by	
centuries	 of	 history	 share	 the	 same	 bodily	 structure	 and	 some	 universal	
conceptual	frameworks	that	arise	from	their	physical	makeup.		
Some	 cognitivists	 argue	 for	 existence	 of	 panhuman	 truths,	 which	 are	
understood	 as	 ‘species-specific	 concepts	 shared	 by	 all	 normally	 functioned	
humans’.481	These	panhuman	truths	include	common	image	schemas	such	as	UP-
DOWN,	 FRONT-BACK,	 NEAR-FAR,	 and	 others.	 Justin	 Barrett	 talks	 about	 so	 called	
‘expectation	sets’	that	are	universal	and	include	notions	such	as	passage	of	time,	
time	being	irreversible,	causes	preceding	effects,	the	laws	of	nature	are	constant,	
an	 object	 can	 have	 just	 one	 location,	 solid	 objects	 cannot	 easily	 pass	 through	
















On	 the	other	hand,	 variation	and	nonuniversality	of	 particular	 concepts	
might	 be	 seen	 as	 an	 obstacle	 in	 grasping	 the	 implied	 author’s	 communicative	
intention.	However,	from	a	perspective	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	it	is	not	a	reason	
to	ignore	the	implied	authors	in	the	process	of	interpretation,	but	rather	it	could	
be	 an	 impulse	 to	 analyse	 their	 context,	 their	 language	 and	ways	 they	 express	
their	concepts	in	the	text.		
Zoltán	Kövecses	believes	that	variation	in	metaphors	can	be	described	as	
cross-cultural	 and	 within-culture	 variation.	 As	 an	 example	 of	 cross-cultural	
variations	Kövecses	points	out	 two	 factors,	namely	 congruence	and	alternative	
metaphorical	 conceptualizations	 that	 result	 in	 creation	 of	 metaphors	 that	 are	
unique	to	a	given	culture.483	To	illustrate	congruence	Kövecses	gives	an	example	
of	 a	 metaphor	 THE	 ANGRY	 PERSON	 IS	 A	 PRESSURIZED	 CONTAINER,	 which	 is	 a	 common	
metaphor	existing	in	many	cultures.	However,	he	shows	that	this	metaphor	does	
not	 specify	 a	 kind	 of	 a	 substance	 that	 fills	 it,	 a	 kind	 of	 container,	 ways	 the	
pressure	 raises,	 and	 others.	 Thus,	 despite	 congruence	 that	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 the	
fact	 that	 this	metaphor	 appears	 in	many	 cultures,	 different	 cultures	 find	 their	
ways	to	specify	those	elements.	Japanese	locate	anger	in	the	belly,	whereas	Zulu	
conceptualize	 the	 heart	 as	 a	 container	 for	 anger.	 Speaking	 of	 alternative	
metaphorical	conceptualizations,	Kövecses	talks	about	the	concept	of	happiness	
that	in	Chinese	is	captured	by	a	metaphor	that	does	not	exist	in	English,	namely	
HAPPINESS	 IS	 THE	 FLOWERS	 IN	 THE	 HEART,	 which	 is	 a	 completely	 different	
conceptualization.			











the	observer	who	 is	 the	main	point	of	 reference	might	say	that	a	pen	 is	 to	the	
right	of	a	laptop,	in	allocentric	cultures	people	would	use	the	cardinal	directions	
and	say	that	 the	pen	 is	 to	the	southwest	of	 the	 laptop.	Consequently,	applying	
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 biblical	 studies	 requires	 an	 analysis	 of	 cultural	 and	
historical	context	both	of	the	authors	and	their	texts	that	are	expressions	of	their	
conceptualizations.		
Another	 example	of	 cultural	 variation	 is	 perception	of	 certain	 emotions	
that	 often	 is	 culture	 specific.485	For	 instance,	 a	 biblical	 concept	 of	 God	 being	
jealous	 in	 Western	 cultures	 opens	 a	 frame	 of	 desiring	 to	 have	 something	
possessed	by	somebody	else	or	 fear	of	 somebody	stealing	 love	of	a	person	we	
love.	Thus,	 jealousy	in	the	West	is	perceived	as	a	negative	emotion,	whereas	in	
the	 Bible	 it	 triggers	 a	 different	 frame	 because	 ‘jealousy	 is	 prompted	 by	 a	
perceived	wrong	when	someone	posses	something	they	should	not’.486		
As	 far	 as	within-cultural	 variation	 is	 concerned,	 Kövecses	 demonstrates	
how	 it	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 following	 dimensions:	 social	 (including	 age,	 gender,	
social	 class,	 education,	 etc.),	 regional,	 ethnic,	 stylistic,	 subcultural,	 diachronic,	
and	 individual.	 Kövecses’	 draws	his	 conclusions	on	 the	bases	of	observation	of	
how	 members	 of	 a	 given	 group	 use	 language	 and	 which	 metaphors	 they	
prefer.487		
Conversely,	 the	 readers	while	 studying	 the	 text	and	 its	 various	contexts	
have	 an	 opportunity	 to	 discover	 the	 universality	 and	 variation,	 closeness	 and	
distance,	 similarity	 and	 dissimilarity	 between	 cultural	 context	 presented	 in	 the	
text	 and	 their	 own.	 Some	 biblical	 concepts	 and	 metaphorical	 expressions	 are	
universal	 due	 to	 human	 embodiment	 and	 common	 cognitive	 system,	 however	
there	are	those	that	require	further	analysis	due	to	some	cultural	variations.	 In	
chapter	 three,	 I	 provided	 examples	 of	 such	 concepts	 that	may	 be	 understood	











expressions	 ‘God	 is	 the	 king’	 and	 ‘God	 is	 the	 father’.	 In	 order	 to	 determine	
differences	in	understanding	these	concepts	between	the	biblical	times	and	ours	
it	is	necessary	to	study	how	they	are	presented	in	the	Bible	itself.		
To	 sum	up,	 the	notion	of	universality	 is	 a	helpful	 concept	 in	 analysis	of	
the	biblical	 text	since	 it	enables	 the	preachers	 to	see	connections	between	the	




tend	 to	 be	 universal,	 but	 complex	 metaphors	 usually	 capture	 cultural	
differences.488	Even	metaphorical	expressions	that	differ	between	cultures	often	
refer	 to	 universal	 concepts	 and	 experiences	 such	 as	 happiness,	 anger,	 and	
others.		
Variation,	on	the	other	hand,	allows	appreciating	the	richness	of	biblical	
texts,	 since	even	 in	 the	Bible	we	encounter	numerous	cultures,	 influences,	and	
perspectives.	 While	 getting	 immersed	 in	 understanding	 the	 concepts	 that	 are	
expressed	differently	due	to	cultural	differences,	we	are	prompted	to	reflect	on	
our	own	ways	of	conceptualizing	them.		
Thus,	 the	notions	of	universality	 and	variation	are	helpful	because	 they	
allow	recognizing	the	tension	between	the	closeness	and	the	distance	between	
the	preacher	and	the	text.	In	order	to	identify	similarity	and	variation	the	readers	
can	 conduct	 some	 cultural	 studies	 about	 the	 context	 of	 the	 text.	 Even	 though	
they	might	be	helpful	 in	understanding	the	ancient	perception	of	certain	 ideas,	
the	primary	source	of	knowledge	about	universality	and	variation	is	the	text	itself	
and	 an	 analysis	 of	 expressions	 that	 are	 used	 in	 the	 text	 and	 how	 they	 convey	





















in	 identifying	 timeless	 truths	 in	 the	 text,	 do	 not	 agree	 with	 each	 other	 on	
interpretations	 of	 major	 texts.	 He	 also	 sees	 a	 danger	 in	 the	 principalizing	
approach,	 since	 it	 is	 an	 attempt	 to	 translate	 all	 the	 biblical	 genres	 into	
propositional	 statements.	 Besides,	 he	 shows	 how	 different	 Christian	









their	 values	 and	 perspective.	Whereas	 Tanzanians,	while	 growing	 up	 in	 a	 very	
communal	 culture	 believed	 that	 the	 son	 was	 hungry	 because	 nobody	 shared	
food	with	him.490		
Consequently,	some	scholars	argue	that	finding	the	timeless	and	culture-








examples	 of	 a	 few	 texts	 such	 as	 Paul	 instructing	women	 to	 dress	modestly	 (1	
Tim.	2:9),	 In	 this	 case,	 Sanders	points	out	 that	 for	Paul	 immodest	 clothing	was	
expensive	 one,	 but	 in	 modern	Western	 societies	 it	 would	 be	 inappropriate	 in	
terms	 of	 being	 sexually	 provoking.	 He	 also	 quotes	 the	 commandment	 about	
children	honouring	their	parents	and	states	that	in	ancient	times	it	also	entailed	
marrying	 a	 person	 of	 their	 parents’	 choice,	 which	 would	 be	 unthinkable	 for	
contemporary	Western	Christians.491		
However,	 these	 two	 examples	 prove	 exactly	 the	 opposite	 to	 what	
Sanders	 intended.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 the	 word	 ‘modestly’	 (αἰδως),	 even	 though	
cultural	 understanding	 of	 what	 being	 modest	 entitles	 might	 be	 different,	 the	
context	clarifies	Paul’s	intentions	when	he	explains	that	it	means	not	prettifying	
herself	with	‘braided	hair	and	gold	or	pearls	or	costly	garments’.	Thus,	a	preacher	
explaining	 the	word	 ‘modestly’	 as	 ‘sexually	moderate’	would	miss	 the	point	 of	
this	text	since	it	says	that	women	should	take	more	pride	in	the	qualities	of	their	
inward	 characters	 than	 their	 outward	 appearance.	 This	 truth	 is	 applicable	 in	
every	 culture,	 even	 though	 practicalities	 of	 application	 may	 vary.	 Speaking	 of	
honouring	 parents,	 it	 is	 true	 that	 in	 different	 times	 and	 cultures	 honour	 was	
expressed	 differently,	 but	 the	 general	 principle	 remains	 that	 children	 should	
show	respect	to	their	parents.		
In	my	opinion	Sanders	confuses	timeless	principles	of	the	text,	which	can	
be	 identified	 if	 we	 understand	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 text,	 with	 culturally	
conditioned	 and	 specific	 application	 of	 the	 text	 that	may	 vary	 depending	 on	 a	
time	and	place.	Even	though	it	might	be	possible	to	identify	the	timeless	truth	of	
the	text,	it	does	not	mean	that	the	text	has	to	be	applied	always	in	the	same	way	












one,	 God’s	 revelation	 conveys	 information	 that	 is	 not	 naturally	 accessible	 to	
humans	and	it	goes	beyond	cultural	boundaries	such	as	the	fact	that	Christ	is	the	
Son	of	God	who	died	to	redeem	the	world.	The	idea	that	revelation	comes	from	
timeless	 God,	 makes	 the	 notion	 of	 the	 timeless	 truth	 in	 the	 record	 of	 God’s	
written	revelation	possible.	The	biblical	text	as	being	inspired	by	God	and	being	a	
part	of	his	revelation	expresses	his	intentions	as	its	divine	author.		












This	 idea	 of	 determining	 the	 author’s	 communicative	 intention	 plays	 a	
vital	 role	 in	 analysis	 of	 metaphors	 because	 without	 recognizing	 underlying	
intentions	that	are	behind	a	given	statement,	 readers	may	have	problems	with	
interpreting	metaphors	and	even	recognizing	them.	If	someone	says	that	‘John	is	
a	 butcher’	 or	 ‘Mary	 is	 a	 witch’,	 it	 might	 be	 a	 simple	 description	 of	 their	
occupations,	but	 it	also	might	be	metaphorical	depiction	of	 their	 characters.	 In	
isolation	 these	 statements	 are	 ambiguous	 because	 they	 allow	 both	








One	 of	 the	 problems	 with	 interpretation	 of	 metaphors	 is	 the	 fact	 that	
sometimes	 they	 are	 perceived	 in	 isolation.	 Therefore,	 while	 interpreting	
metaphors,	we	should	take	into	consideration	their	larger	literary	context	and	its	
genre.	While	 studying	metaphors,	we	do	 it	 in	 their	 immediate	 literary	 context,	
but	also	we	attempt	to	see	how	they	function	in	the	wider	context	of	the	Bible	
and	if	they	have	the	same	meaning	while	occurring	in	different	passages	or	these	
meanings	 differ	 or	 even	 change	 over	 time.	 Those	 changes	 might	 become	
apparent	 while	 preachers	 examine	 continuity	 and	 discontinuity	 between	 the	
Testaments	or	explore	the	Old	Testament	sources	of	the	New	Testament	images.	
Consequently,	 for	 the	purpose	of	preaching,	we	need	to	 investigate	metaphors	
as	a	part	of	a	discourse.			
Paul	Ricoeur	defines	discourse	utilizing	Saussure’s	terminology	of	 langue	
and	parole,	where	 langue	 is	 ‘the	 code	 –	 or	 the	 set	 of	 codes	 –	 on	 the	 basis	 of	
which	a	particular	speaker	produces	a	parole	of	a	particular	message’	[emphasis	
original]. 492 	Starting	 with	 this	 Saussurean	 distinction	 Ricoeur	 argues	 that	





they	 affect	 meaning	 above	 the	 level	 of	 the	 sentence’.495	Mirosław	 Marczak	
summarizes	 three	 key	 tenets	 of	 a	 discourse	 analysis	 as	 follows:	 ‘(1)	 The	
interpreter/translator	takes	seriously	the	roles	of	the	author,	the	audience,	and	
the	text	in	the	communicative	event.	(2)	The	language	is	examined	at	a	linguistic	











context’.496	Thus,	 in	 order	 to	 interpret	 metaphors	 correctly,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	
apply	principles	of	a	discourse	analysis.	
Kövecses	 and	 other	 scholars	 claim	 that	 ‘a	 major	 function	 of	 the	





respect	 that	 discovering	 coherence	metaphors	 often	 allows	 recognition	 of	 the	
main	 idea	 of	 the	 discourse,	 but	 discourse	 as	 such	 provides	 the	 context	 for	
interpretation	 of	 metaphors	 helping	 to	 identify	 them	 and	 to	 establish	 their	
meaning.		
Ian	 Paul	 makes	 a	 similar	 observation	 on	 metaphors	 and	 narrative	




with	 models	 in	 scientific	 discourse,	 and	 utopias	 in	 political	 discourse,	 the	
narrative	 representation	effectuate[s]	a	metaphorization	of	 the	 real,	a	creation	
of	new	meaning’.499	
Considering	 the	 fact	 that	 metaphors	 and	 discourse	 are	 closely	
intertwined,	 it	 is	 time	to	establish	some	principles	of	 interpreting	metaphors	 in	
the	 context	 of	 discourse.	 In	 order	 to	 do	 so	 I	 am	 going	 to	 adopt	 and	 modify	
methodology	 presented	 by	 Kövecses.	 Among	 several	 contextual	 factors,	
enumerated	 by	 Kövecses,	 that	 influence	 the	 creation	 of	 metaphors	 in	 various	
communicative	situations,	 there	are	 five	which	directly	 refer	 to	 the	 idea	of	 the	
discourse,	 namely:	 knowledge	 about	 the	 main	 elements	 of	 the	 discourse,	









of	 discourse	 and	 intertextuality,	 and	 finally,	 ideology	 underlying	 discourse.500	
Even	though	Kövecses	discusses	factors	that	impact	the	formation	of	metaphors,	
I	 believe	 that	 the	 same	 factors	 should	 be	 taken	 into	 account	 while	 studying	






speaker/	 conceptualizer	 1,	 topic/	 theme	 of	 discourse,	 and	 hearer/	 addressee/	
conceptualizer	 2’.501	Therefore,	 in	 case	 of	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	 discourse,	
readers	 have	 to	 gather	 contextual	 information	 on	 biblical	 writers,	 their	
audiences,	their	relationships,	and	also	on	authorial	communicative	intentions	as	
expressed	 in	 their	 texts.	 At	 this	 point	 historical	 and	 literary	 analysis	 of	 the	
discourse	is	indispensable.		
Second,	 it	 is	 crucial	 to	 become	 familiar	with	 the	 surrounding	discourse.	
Since	 metaphors	 provide	 coherence	 to	 discourse,	 readers	 should	 analyse	 the	
immediate	 context	 to	 find	 metaphorical	 repetitions,	 allusions,	 and	 repetitive	
image	schema.		
Next,	 readers	 have	 to	 take	 into	 consideration	 previous	 discourses	 that	
dealt	 with	 the	 same	 subject	 and	 their	 intertextual	 correlations.	 In	 case	 of	 the	
biblical	 texts	 intratextuality	 and	 intertextuality	 intertwine	 since	 there	 is	 one	
complete	canon	of	Scripture,	which	 is	made	of	numerous	books.	Consequently,	
while	 studying	biblical	metaphors,	 there	 is	a	need	not	only	 to	pay	attention	 to	
instances	of	usage	of	 the	 same	metaphor	 in	different	passages	of	one	book	of	









Then,	 the	 interpreters	 should	 become	 familiar	 with	 existing	 dominant	
forms	of	discourse.	Conceptual	metaphor	theory	does	not	exist	in	a	vacuum,	but	
in	 order	 to	 be	 used	 effectively,	 readers	 have	 to	 be	 aware	 of	 principles	 of	
interpretation	of	different	 genres	 and	 literary	 forms	of	 the	Bible.	 For	 example,	
parables	can	be	considered	as	extended	metaphors,	however	while	interpreting	
them,	 preachers	 need	 to	 respect	 the	 nature	 and	 interpretative	 limits	 of	 this	
genre	 by	 not	 allegorizing	 parables	 or	 trying	 to	 force	 meaning	 on	 every	 single	
narrative	element	of	a	given	parable.	
Finally,	 Kövecses	 talks	 about	 awareness	 of	 ideology	 underlying	 a	
discourse	 that	 has	 to	 be	 taken	 into	 account	 as	 well.502	I	 would	 argue	 that	 in	
respect	 of	 the	 biblical	metaphors	 instead	 of	 talking	 about	 ideology,	 it	 is	more	






and	 is	 largely	 metaphorical	 in	 nature,	 and	 finally	 through	 the	 Incarnation	 of	
Christ	 who	 is	 the	 perfect	 image	 of	 God.	 Moreover,	 this	 revelation	 becomes	
personal	 through	 the	Holy	 Spirit	 enlightens	us	 helping	us	 to	understand	 it	 and	
who	conforms	us	into	the	image	of	Christ.	Therefore,	when	we	study	metaphors,	
















	 In	 this	 part	 of	 the	 chapter,	 I	 present	 a	 summary	 of	 methodology	 of	
biblical	metaphors	 analysis	 that	 refers	 to	 findings	 depicted	 in	 this	 chapter	 and	
the	 previous	 one.	 I	 am	 aware	 that	 the	 whole	 process	 of	 interpretation	 of	
metaphors	 from	Cognitive	Linguistics’	perspective	might	appear	challenging	 for	
many	preachers.	However,	 the	difficulty	with	utilizing	this	 theory	 is	not	greater	
than	 with	 other	 theories,	 and	 understanding	 its	 basics	 is	 prerequisite	 for	 its	
application.	 In	 case	 of	 proposed	 methodology	 analogically	 to	 traditional	
approaches	to	exegesis,	 its	application	to	a	sermon	preparation	will	depend	on	
the	 preachers’	 level	 of	 expertise.	 Depending	 on	 their	 knowledge,	 skills,	 and	
experience	 some	preachers	 conduct	 a	 very	 extensive	 exegesis,	whereas	 others	
are	 able	 to	do	 a	 very	basic	 analysis	 of	 the	 text.	 It	 is	 comparable	with	 applying	
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 biblical	 interpretation.	 At	 the	 beginning	 it	 might	 be	
confusing,	but	with	time	and	practice	it	becomes	more	natural.		
Thus,	 in	 order	 to	 make	 the	 whole	 process	 of	 interpreting	 biblical	
metaphors	 while	 using	 tools	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 more	 accessible	 for	





Cognitive	 Linguistics.	 Utilizing	 this	 theory	 in	 hermeneutics	 changes	 our	
understanding	 of	 the	 dynamics	 of	 biblical	 interpretation	 by	 stressing	 the	
cognitive	aspect	of	language	and	communication.	It	also	gives	tools	not	only	for	
analysis	 of	 metaphors,	 but	 also	 prototypes,	 frames,	 and	 mental	 spaces.	
Therefore,	this	methodology	includes	the	following	steps.		
	 First,	 preachers	 should	 study	 metaphors	 as	 a	 part	 of	 a	 discourse	 and	
other	 discourses	 taking	 into	 consideration	 elements	 of	 the	 discourse	 and	 its	
structure.	 At	 this	 point	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 remembered	 that	metaphors	 often	 give	






appear	 in	 a	 given	 text	 and	 recognize	 processes	 that	 these	 categories	 undergo	
such	 as	 category	 creation,	 contrast/comparison,	 transfer,	 reversal,	 and	
development.	 Since	 categories	 are	 developed	 around	 the	 most	 prototypical	




appear	 in	 a	 text	 and	 the	 interplay	 between	 the	 typical,	 stereotypical,	 and	 the	
ideal.	 Preachers	 should	 be	 able	 to	 recognize	 if	 a	 text	 pictures	 a	 typical	
prototypical	member	of	a	given	category	or	the	ideal	one.	The	same	idea	applies	
to	 noticing	 prototypical	 scenarios	 in	 a	 given	 passage	 such	 as	meeting	 a	 future	
wife	 by	 the	 well	 in	 the	 Old	 Testament	 narratives	 or	 in	 case	 of	 other	 stories	
understanding	how	portrayed	scenarios	differ	 from	the	prototypical	ones	(Gen.	
24:1-67,	29:1-12,	Ex.	2:16-22).	
	 Third,	 preachers	 have	 to	 recognize	 the	most	 basic	 phenomena	 such	 as	
primary	metaphors	and	image	schemas	existing	in	a	text.	It	is	important	because	
it	may	give	clues	to	an	internal	structure	of	a	text	that	might	be	based	either	on	
primary	metaphors	 like	more	 is	 up	 or	 such	 elementary	 orientations	 as	 up	 and	
down,	periphery	and	centre,	a	container	or	a	path.				
	 Fourth,	 they	 are	 to	 isolate	 conceptual	 metaphors	 and	 identify	 their	
source	 domains	 and	 target	 domains.	 While	 doing	 so	 they	 have	 to	 observe	
existing	mappings	and	pay	attention	to	elements	of	the	source	that	are	hidden	or	
highlighted	 in	 the	 target.	 At	 this	 point	 it	 is	 relevant	 to	 ask	 about	 the	 implied	
author’s	knowledge	of	the	source	domain	and	personal	exposure	to	it.				
	 This	 leads	 to	 the	 fifth	 step,	 namely	while	 analysing	 domains,	 preachers	
will	 find	 it	 helpful	 to	 identify	main	 conceptual	 frames	 that	were	 shared	by	 the	
implied	author	and	the	implied	audience	and	distinguish	these	frames	from	our	






	 This	 methodology	 of	 biblical	 interpretation	 that	 utilizes	 Cognitive	
Linguists	allows	one	to	study	the	text	in	a	much	more	holistic	way	since	it	does	
not	only	 focus	on	 it	 from	 linguistic	perspective,	but	also	takes	 into	account	the	











	 In	 this	 chapter	 I	 showed	 how	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 could	 be	 applied	 to	
biblical	 interpretation	 and	 it	 gives	 a	 new	 perspective	 on	 issues	 such	 as	 an	
importance	 of	 the	 author,	 the	 text,	 and	 the	 readers	 and	 the	 principles	 of	
interpretation	 of	 metaphors	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 whole	 discourse.	 Cognitive	
linguists	 perceive	 communication	 as	 encounter	 of	 the	 minds	 thus	 instead	 of	
stressing	one	element	of	the	communication	process	such	as	the	implied	author,	
the	text	or	 the	 implied	and	contemporary	readers,	 they	see	 it	 in	a	very	unified	
fashion	 as	 a	 part	 of	 one	 process	 underscoring	 the	 importance	 of	 all	 these	




	 The	 notions	 of	 universality	 and	 variation	 also	 appear	 to	 be	 helpful	 in	
interpretation	of	 the	 text	 because	 they	 allow	 recognizing	 the	 tension	between	






cultural	 voices	 within	 the	 Bible	 itself	 and	 perceive	 the	 distance	 between	 the	
world	of	the	Bible	and	ours.		
	 Moreover,	 understanding	 universality	 and	 variation	 are	 among	 the	
factors	contributing	to	identifying	the	timeless	truth	of	the	text.	Even	though	this	
notion	is	controversial	among	cognitivists,	I	am	convinced	that	the	fact	that	the	
Bible	 is	 the	 written	 record	 of	 God’s	 revelation	 and	 that	 there	 are	 panhuman	
truths	 and	 concepts	 considered	 to	 be	universal,	makes	 the	 idea	of	 recognizing	
the	timeless	truth	of	the	text	justified.			
	 I	also	discussed	the	fact	that	metaphors	do	not	exist	in	a	vacuum,	but	the	
discourse	 analysis	 plays	 a	 vital	 role	 in	 their	 interpretation	 because	 the	 whole	
discourse	affects	understanding	of	metaphors,	and	metaphors	often	give	unity	to	
the	discourse.		
	 Finally,	 I	 concluded	 this	 chapter	 with	 a	 summary	 of	 a	 methodology	 of	

































using	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 and	 demonstrate	 how	 this	 theory	 is	 productive	 in	
sermon	 preparation	 by	 giving	 preachers	 a	 systematized	 approach	 to	 analysing	






Moreover,	 I	 demonstrate	 how	 by	 using	 notions	 of	 universality,	 variation,	 and	
prototypes	preachers	can	analyse	the	world	of	the	listeners	in	order	to	develop	a	
prototype-based	application.	
In	 the	 second	 part	 of	 this	 chapter,	 I	 focus	 on	 the	 methodology	 of	
preaching	biblical	images	and	creating	new	images	to	convey	the	meaning	of	the	











5.1	 PREACHING	 AND	 IMAGINATION	 CONNECTING	 THE	WORLD	OF	 THE	 BIBLE	
AND	THE	WORLD	OF	THE	LISTENERS	
		
From	a	homiletical	perspective	 it	 is	difficult	 to	argue	with	a	provocative	
statement	of	Karl	Barth	that	‘a	man	without	imagination	is	more	an	invalid	than	
the	 one	 who	 lacks	 a	 leg’. 505 	Therefore,	 in	 this	 section	 I	 will	 present	 the	
perspective	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	on	the	topic	of	imagination	showing	how	this	
theory	 enriches	 our	 understanding	 of	 imagination	 in	 comparison	 to	 other	













		 If	 it	 is	 true	 that	 ‘God	 is	 a	 poet	 and	 speaks	 to	 the	world	 in	metaphors,	
symbols	and	parables’	as	Paul	Avis	claims,	then	preaching	that	echoes	God’s	own	






















history,	 which	 he	 calls	 figural	 interpretation,	 emphasizes	 that	 an	 imaginative	
engagement	 is	 necessary	 if	 preachers	 want	 to	 ‘juxtapose	 a	 passage	 from	
Scripture	 with	 an	 aspect	 of	 history,	 past	 or	 present’.510	Thus,	 he	 claims	 that	
imagination	enables	preachers	to	accomplish	three	goals,	namely,	‘to	penetrate	
beneath	 the	 surface	of	 text	 and	event,	 to	perceive	 connections	 and	 to	discern	
the	 way	 in	 which	 the	 juxtaposition	 can	 be	made	most	 meaningfully	 for	 one’s	
hearers	or	readers’.511	Thus,	an	imaginative	approach	to	Scripture	is	necessary	in	
every	 stage	 of	 sermon	 preparation,	 which	 includes	 textual	 analysis,	 noticing	
connections	between	the	listeners	and	the	text,	and	formulating	its	application.		
	 However,	 this	 understanding	 of	 the	 role	 of	 imagination	 in	 preaching	 is	
relatively	 novel,	 since	 for	 a	 long	 time	 in	 history	 imagination	 was	 viewed	 with	
suspicion	as	belonging	 to	 the	realm	of	 fantasy	or	art	and	not	useful	 in	science,	
theology,	and	preaching.	A	detailed	analysis	of	the	history	of	various	approaches	
to	 imagination	 extends	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 this	 thesis	 and	 it	 can	 be	 found	




















The	 term	 imagination	 is	 closely	 related	 to	 the	notion	of	 images	 since	 it	
comes	 from	the	Latin	word	 imaginatio	and	 its	 root	 is	 imago	meaning	 image.514	
For	Trygve	David	 Johnson	 ‘imagination	 is	an	 intentional	act	of	 the	mind	 that	 is	
the	genesis	of	creativity,	novelty,	and	originality’	and	in	his	understanding	it	‘ties	
all	 perception,	 memory,	 emotional	 and	 rational	 thinking	 together’. 515	Green	
suggests	that	imagination	‘re-presents	what	is	absent;	it	makes	present	through	
images	what	 is	 inaccessible	to	direct	experience’.516	His	definition	 is	particularly	




































In	 this	 section	 I	 discuss	 briefly	 a	 few	 perspectives	 on	 imagination	 in	
preaching	held	by	scholars	who	represent	various	branches	of	Protestantism	and	
made	a	contribution	to	studies	of	the	role	of	imagination	in	preaching.517		
Walter	 Brueggemann	 develops	 his	 idea	 of	 poetic	 imagination	 and	
preaching	 as	 reimagining.	 He	 asserts	 that	 ‘prophetic	 preaching,	 ancient	 or	
contemporary	 is	 a	 contest	of	 competing	 imaginations	–	 a	 contest	between	old	
Torah	imagination	that	features	YHWH	as	character	and	agent	and	the	dominant	
imagination	 that	 predictably	 assimilates	 God	 into	 its	 powerful	 socio-political	
claims’. 518 	Brueggemann	 claims	 that	 imagination	 is	 poetic	 and	 preaching	
employing	 imagination	 is	 to	 be	 perceived	 as	 reimagining	 because	 it	 aims	 at	
reshaping	our	vision	of	God,	the	world,	and	ourselves.519		
John	Stott	 values	 imagination	as	a	 tool	 in	 communicating	 the	dominant	
thought	 of	 a	 text,	 but	 he	 also	 stresses	 the	 superiority	 of	 the	 text	 over	
imagination	 and	 sermon	 illustrations.	 For	 him	 imagination	 serves	 the	 ultimate	
purpose	 of	 expounding	 the	 text.	 He	 also	 sees	 a	 place	 for	 imagination	 in	
developing	 a	 sermon	 application	 as	 a	 skill	 that	 enables	 preachers	 to	 tie	 the	
message	of	the	Bible	with	lives	of	listeners.520		
Fred	 B.	 Craddock	 also	 stresses	 the	 role	 of	 imagination	 in	 entering	 the	
world	 of	 listeners	 when	 he	 talks	 about	 empathetic	 imagination,	 which	 ‘is	 the	
capacity	to	achieve	a	large	measure	of	understanding	of	another	person	without	
having	 that	 person’s	 experiences’. 521 	According	 to	 Craddock,	 empathetic	

























one	 has	 to	 put	 aside	 well-used	 sermon	 strategies	 and	 experiment	 with	 new	
ones.523		
Thomas	 Troeger	 talks	 about	 imagination	 as	 attentiveness	 that	 leads	 to	
imaginative	 theology.	 He	 is	 convinced	 that	 the	 primary	 principle	 for	 using	 and	
developing	our	 imagination	 is	 the	principle	of	being	 ‘attentive	to	what	 is’.524	By	
saying	that,	he	opposes	common	views	on	 imagination	that	present	 it	as	 ‘fickle	
and	 fanciful,	 dealing	 more	 with	 dreams	 and	 visions	 than	 with	 actuality’.525	
Instead,	he	points	out	that	it	is	enough	to	look	at	works	of	art	to	be	able	to	see	
that	 these	 artists	 ‘have	 drawn	 the	 raw	 material	 of	 their	 creativity	 from	 close	
observation’.526		
This	 art	 of	 attentiveness	 to	 what	 is	 results	 in	 developing	 imaginative	
theology,	which	‘employs	the	visionary	and	integrative	capacities	of	the	mind	to	
create	 theological	 understanding’.527	Troeger	 claims	 that	 this	 kind	 of	 theology	
‘uses	 the	 powers	 of	 observation	 to	 become	 receptive	 to	 the	 Holy	 Spirit,	 who	
















show	 their	 significance,	 but	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	 is	 the	 one	 who	 gives	 the	 new	
understanding.		
Richard	 Eslinger	 develops	 a	 concept	 of	 narrative	 imagination,	 explores	
the	 notion	 of	 imagination	 as	 an	 image-making	 ability	 of	 a	 human	 mind,	 and	
introduces	 categorization	 of	 various	 imagination	 types.	 Hence,	 he	 describes	




when	 somebody	 imagines	 a	 state	 of	 affairs	 impossible	 in	 our	world.	 The	 third	
type	is	‘imagine	how’.	It	is	about	imagining	consequences	of	this	impossible	state	
of	affairs	and	how	it	could	affect	our	life.529			
Paul	 Scott	Wilson	 presents	 a	 very	 holistic	 understanding	 of	 imagination	
and	 states	 that	 imagination	 of	 the	 heart	 ‘reconciles	 heart	 and	 head,	 body	 and	
mind,	 in	discerning	God’s	purpose’.530	It	 aims	at	 speaking	 to	 the	whole	person.	
Wilson	 explains	 how	 imagination	works	 ‘as	 the	 bringing	 together	 of	 two	 ideas	
that	might	not	otherwise	be	connected	and	developing	the	creative	energy	they	
generate’.531	He	compares	 imaginative	thinking	to	 igniting	a	spark	between	two	




these	 opposites	 that	 may	 generate	 creative	 tension:	 the	 biblical	 text	 and	 our	
situation,	 the	 Law	 and	 the	 Gospel/	 judgment	 and	 grace,	 the	 story	 and	 the	
doctrine,	and	finally	the	pastor	and	the	prophet.	
Even	 this	brief	presentation	of	various	understandings	of	 imagination	 in	












vital	 factor	 in	 preaching,	 they	 still	 differ	 in	 their	 perception	 of	 its	 role	 and	 the	
way	 it	 functions.	 As	 observed	 by	 Bruce	 there	 is	 a	 lack	 of	 ‘detailed	 theology	 of	
imagination,	neither	do	we	see	a	framework	which	holds	together	the	complex	
field	 of	 meaning	 embraced	 by	 the	 term	 in	 a	 coherent	 and	 cognate	 way’.534	
Various	homileticians	emphasize	different	aspects	of	imagination	such	as	ability	
of	 seeing	 differently	 or	 creating	 a	 transformed	 vision	 of	 reality	 (Brueggemann,	
Troeger,	 Eslinger,	Wilson),	helping	 in	 conveying	 the	main	 idea	of	a	 text	 (Stott),	









of	 imagination,	 cognitivists	 address	 its	 various	 aspects	 and	 cognitive	 theory	
offers	 a	 helpful	 framework	 which	 allows	 one	 to	 address	 the	 notion	 of	
imagination	 in	 a	much	more	 systematic	 way.	What	 is	 especially	 helpful	 in	 the	
cognitivist	 perspective	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 provides	 terminology	 to	 describe	
imagination	and	explains	various	cognitive	processes	that	imagination	involves.	It	
appears	that	our	imagination	is	based	on	the	same	processes	that	we	employ	in	
our	 conceptualization	of	 the	world.	 Thus,	 it	 is	 dependent	on	our	 embodiment,	
cultural	experiences,	and	it	utilizes	cognitive	structures	such	as	 image	schemas,	
frames,	conceptual	blendings,	and	others.				
Cognitivist	 Mark	 Johnson	 states	 that	 imagination	 is	 ‘the	 capacity	 for	
novelty’	 and	 ‘the	 capacity	 to	 organize	 mental	 representations	 (especially	
precepts,	 images,	 and	 image	 schemas)	 into	 meaningful	 coherent	 units’. 536	








conceptual	blending	 is	 the	basis	 for	 all	 human	creativity,	 generating	new	 ideas	
and	 imagination	 as	 well.	 He	 demonstrates	 how	 humans	 are	 able	 to	 imagine	
themselves	in	different	situations,	in	other	times	and	places.	This	is	how	people	
dream	about	the	future,	 its	possible	and	desired	versions,	and	not	only	dream,	
but	 plan	 it	 as	well.	 Parents	 use	 blending	when	 they	warn	 their	 children	 about	
future	 consequences	 of	 their	 actions.	 They	 help	 their	 children	 to	 blend	 their	
present	behaviour	with	 it	possible	results,	so	that	they	could	see	themselves	 in	
the	 future.	Without	having	an	actual	 conversation,	we	can	engage	 in	 reflecting	
on	and	debating	various	 ideas	and	points	of	view	predicting	what	others	might	
have	 said.	 The	 same	process	 is	 applied	when	we	empathize	with	other	people	
even	 though	 we	 might	 have	 not	 experienced	 their	 trauma	 and	 do	 not	 have	
access	 to	 their	 minds.	 We	 project	 ‘to	 the	 blend	 not	 only	 much	 of	 what	 we	




beyond	 empathetic	 imagination	 as	 described	 by	 Craddock	 because	 it	 does	 not	
only	 state	 that	we	 can	 empathize	with	 others,	 but	 actually	 describes	 how	 it	 is	
done	on	a	cognitive	level.	It	can	be	also	used	to	describe	what	Paul	Scott	Wilson	
meant	by	his	 imagination’s	poles,	namely	putting	 two	 ideas	 that	are	distant	 to	
generate	 new	 meaning.	 However,	 blending	 theory	 explains	 in	 much	 greater	
detail	how	new	 ideas	emerge.	Blending	can	be	used	to	portray	Brueggemann’s	
poetic	 imagination	with	 its	aim	of	 reimagining	reality	and	Eslingers	 imagination	
as	 ‘seeing	as’,	 ‘imagine	 that’	 and	 ‘imagine	how’.	 In	 a	 similar	 accord	 to	Thomas	
Troeger	who	understands	imagination	as	attentiveness	to	what	is	and	using	the	
‘raw	material	of	life’	to	create	something	new,	Kövecses,	Lakoff,	and	Turner	also	








Thus,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 provides	 a	 coherent	 explanation	 and	 unified	
perspective	 on	 various	 understandings	 of	 imagination	 showing	 their	 common	
features.	 Moreover,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 provides	 much	 stronger	 theoretical	
foundation	based	on	linguistics,	psychology,	neuroscience,	and	other	branches	of	
knowledge	 to	 explain	 mechanisms	 behind	 human	 imagination.	 Different	




the	 field	 of	 imagination,	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 said	 that	 Mark	 Johnson	 developed	 a	
notion	 of	 moral	 imagination,	 which	 assumes	 that	 our	 moral	 reasoning	 is	
imaginative	in	its	nature.539	Consequently,	he	argues	that	‘the	way	we	frame	and	
categorize	a	given	situation	will	determine	how	we	reason	about	it,	and	how	we	
frame	 it	 will	 depend	 on	 which	 conventional	 metaphors	 we	 are	 using’.540	Then	
Johnson	shows	some	practical	examples	of	employing	moral	imagination	such	as	
empathetic	imagination,	imaginative	moral	reasoning,	imaginative	envisionment	









Macneile	Dixon	maintains	 that	 the	human	mind	 ‘is	not,	 as	philosophers	
would	 have	 you	 think,	 a	 debating	 hall,	 but	 a	 picture	 gallery.’542	Fred	 Craddock	
explains	 that	 these	 ‘galleries	of	 the	mind	are	 filled	with	 images	that	have	been	









speakers,	 and	 combinations	 of	 many	 forces’	 and	 points	 out	 that	 ‘images	 are	
replaced	 not	 by	 concepts,	 but	 by	 other	 images’.543 	Hence,	 the	 real	 change	
happens	when	these	old	images	hung	in	galleries	of	listeners’	minds	are	replaced	








will	 be	 applied	 to	 preaching.	 As	was	 stated	 in	 the	 previous	 chapter	 notions	 of	
universality	 and	 variation	 are	 vital	 in	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 text	 and	 analogical	
principles	can	be	employed	in	understanding	the	world	of	the	listeners	because	




Therefore,	 in	order	 to	apply	 the	notions	of	universality	and	variation	 to	







	 In	 the	previous	chapter	 I	extensively	addressed	 the	 issue	of	universality	
and	variation	of	metaphors	as	helpful	tools	in	understanding	the	cultural	context	
and	ways	of	conceptualizing	the	world	as	presented	in	the	biblical	texts.	I	pointed	







we	 can	 see	 connections	with	 the	 authors	 and	 readers	 of	 the	biblical	 texts	 and	
this	connection	 is	based	on	 the	common	fact	of	embodiment,	common	human	
experiences,	 common	 panhuman	 truths	 and	 concepts,	 and	 common	
metaphorical	expressions	of	these	concepts.		
	 While	 studying	 variations	 we	 notice	 that	 even	 in	 the	 Bible	 there	 are	
different	 cultures	presented	each	of	 them	having	 their	own	unique	worldview,	
language,	and	metaphorical	expressions.	Moreover,	as	contemporary	readers	we	
encounter	 a	 number	 of	 variations	 between	 our	 perception	 and	 metaphorical	
expressions	that	we	use	that	are	culturally	conditioned	as	those	that	we	find	in	
the	Bible.		
	 The	 same	 dynamics	 occur	 when	 the	 preachers	 try	 to	 understand	 their	
listeners	 and	 their	 world.	 They	 recognize	 universality	 of	 concepts	 and	
experiences	that	are	rooted	in	the	fact	that	we	are	humans	that	share	the	same	
kind	of	embodiment	and	also	in	cultural	similarities.	As	people	we	need	food	and	





more	 visible.	 However,	 even	 variations	 appearing	 within	 one	 culture	 such	 as	








I	 want	 to	 adopt	 Mark	 Johnson’s	 theory	 of	 moral	 imagination	 finding	 its	 new	









he	 is	 convinced	 that	 a	 theory	 of	 morality	 ‘should	 be	 a	 theory	 of	 moral	
understanding’	that	gives	 ‘insight	 into	the	nature	of	human	understanding’	and	
gives	ways	to	‘increase	our	own	moral	understanding’.545			
Consequently,	 Johnson	 enumerates	 basic	 elements	 of	 our	 moral	
reasoning,	which	are	the	prototype	structure	of	concepts,	framing	of	situations,	
metaphor,	and	narrative.	These	elements	are	helpful	in	entering	the	world	of	the	
listeners	 and	 analysing	 their	 values	 and	 moral	 reasoning.	 These	 imaginative	
elements	 of	moral	 reasoning	 that	 help	 entering	 the	 reality	 of	 the	 listeners	 are	













foundation	 for	creating	our	 life	narratives	 in	which	we	 live	out	our	prototypes.	
Thus,	 in	 the	 following	 sections,	 I	 will	 present	 how	 this	 process	 functions.	











As	 was	 explained	 in	 the	 third	 chapter	 moral	 concepts	 have	 prototype	
structure.	 It	 can	 be	 argued	 that	 people	 define	 their	 moral	 categories	 using	
prototypes	that	are	most	representative	for	a	given	category.	Eve	Sweetser	gives	
an	 example	 of	 a	 prototype	 structure	 of	 the	 concept	 of	 a	 lie.	 Except	 for	 clear	
situations	that	someone	makes	a	false	statement	in	order	to	deceive	and	harm,	
there	are	numerous	non-prototypical	members	of	the	category	of	 lying	such	as	
fibs,	white	 lies,	social	 lies,	 tall	 tales,	 jokes,	honest	mistakes,	oversimplifications,	
exaggerations,	 understatements	 and	 overstatements.	 	 Sweetser	 argues	 that	
having	 a	 clear	 understanding	 of	what	 a	 lie	 is	 allows	 humans	 to	 evaluate	 other	
non-prototypical	situations	and	decide	 if	 there	was	a	 lie	or	a	 joke	or	maybe	an	
honest	mistake.546		
Mark	 Johnson	 demonstrates	 how	 prototypes	 ‘represent	 experimentally	
basic	 types	 of	 situations’	 such	 as	 children	 developing	 the	 idea	 of	 justice	 by	
learning	 from	 fair	 distribution	 of	 cookies. 547 	However,	 he	 points	 out	 that	
prototypes	 are	 also	 ‘malleable	 and	 flexible’	 which	 means	 that	 as	 children	 are	
growing	 they	 start	 perceiving	 more	 nuances	 and	 non-prototypical	 situations	
where	a	simple	model	of	fair	cookie	distribution	will	not	suffice.548	According	to	
cognitive	 linguists,	 this	 is	how	people	 conduct	 their	moral	 reasoning	and	make	
moral	choices.		
Therefore,	 in	order	to	understand	the	world	of	the	 listeners	we	have	to	
learn	 about	 their	 prototypes.	 Thus,	 preachers	 need	 to	 grasp	 the	prototypes	 of	
the	key	 life	concepts	of	 their	 listeners	such	as	happiness,	 family,	honesty,	 love,	













The	 issue	 of	 prototypes	 is	 even	 more	 important	 than	 problems	 in	
communication,	because	prototypes	actually	influence	human	choices,	attitudes,	
and	 behaviour.	 If	 love	 is	 perceived	 as	 a	 just	 romantic	 feeling	 or	 emotional	
reaction	 that	may	come	and	go,	 instead	of	a	choice	and	commitment,	 it	might	
have	 serious	 consequences	 in	 a	 way	 a	 married	 couple	 will	 approach	 their	
relational	 crisis.	 If	 happiness	 is	 understood	 in	 terms	 of	wealth	 and	 health,	 this	
concept	may	not	suffice	in	times	of	crisis	and	sickness,	and	what	is	worse,	it	may	
produce	 self-centred	and	egoistic	 individuals.	Consequently,	preachers	 in	order	
to	 change	 mind	 images	 of	 their	 listeners,	 first	 need	 to	 understand	 their	
prototypes.	 Especially,	 in	 case	 of	 very	 diverse	 audiences	 this	 understanding	
should	take	into	consideration	both	universality	and	variation	of	prototypes.		
Consequently,	 in	order	 to	address	a	diverse	audience,	preachers	 should	
recognize	 the	 dominant	 prototypes	 in	 a	 given	 social	 setting.	 For	 instance,	 a	
perception	 of	 roles	 in	marriage	will	 be	 different	 in	 a	 conservative,	 small,	 rural	
community	than	in	a	big	city.	Even	though	both	of	these	groups	might	consist	of	
people	having	different	views	and	opinions	on	a	given	 subject,	 it	 is	possible	 to	
observe	 some	 general	 trends	 and	 prototypes	 that	 are	 more	 dominant.	 These	
dominant	 trends	 can	 be	 starting	 points	 for	 a	 discussion	 with	 the	 listeners’	
prototypes.	
Second,	 preachers	 should	 recognize	 diversity	 of	 prototypes	 and	


















The	 third	 step	 will	 be	 questioning	 some	 of	 these	 prototypes	 and	







Understanding	 prototypes	 appears	 to	 be	 insufficient	 to	 understand	 the	
listeners	 because	 these	 prototypes	 do	 not	 exist	 in	 a	 vacuum,	 but	 they	 are	 the	
basis	for	developing	typical	ways	of	framing	of	situations,	which	is	another	step	
in	 the	 audience	 analysis.	 In	 this	 step	 the	 preachers	 move	 beyond	 recognizing	
their	 listeners’	 values,	 but	 focus	 on	 how	 the	 listeners	 conceptualize	 various	
ethical	situations.	For	instance,	one	father	hearing	about	his	son	spending	a	night	
with	 his	 girlfriend	 may	 be	 saddened	 that	 he	 committed	 a	 sin	 and	 behaved	
immorally,	 whereas	 another	 may	 perceive	 the	 whole	 situation	 as	 his	 son	 is	






of	 the	 deceased’s	 existence	 and	 the	 only	 way	 that	 person	 may	 ‘exist’	 is	 in	
memory	of	 those	 left.	Friends	and	 family	are	 the	only	source	of	comfort.	For	a	
terminally	 suffering	 person	 death	 might	 appear	 as	 deliverance	 from	 pain.	 For	
Christians	 death	 is	 never	 the	 end,	 but	 they	 believe	 that	 it	 is	 a	 beginning	 of	







the	 fullness	 of	 life	 and	 those	who	 are	 left	may	 experience	 comfort	 both	 from	













metaphors	 that	 they	 use	 to	 talk	 about	 these	 situations.	 As	 was	 emphasized	
earlier	people	express	their	moral	concepts	metaphorically.	Mark	Scott	makes	a	
bold	 statement	 that	 metaphors	 ‘help	 us	 to	 know	 what	 people	 are’	 [emphasis	
original].	He	points	out	that	 ‘humankind	 is	made	 in	God’s	 image’,	which	means	
that	 in	 numerous	 cases	 ‘we	 can	 properly	 only	 speak	 about	 ourselves	 in	
metaphor’.550	Thus,	one	method	of	understanding	listeners’	prototypes	and	ways	
of	 framing	 of	 situations	 is	 paying	 attention	 to	 their	 language	 and	 especially	
metaphors	they	use.		
Different	 people	 use	 various	metaphors	 to	 describe	marriage	 such	 as	 a	
burden,	 a	 grave	 of	 love,	 a	 battlefield,	 a	 garden	 to	 be	 taken	 care	 for,	 an	
adventure,	 travelling	 together,	 a	 reflection	 of	 Christ’s	 relationship	 with	 his	
church	or	commitment.	Depending	on	people’s	values,	prototypes,	and	framings	
of	their	own	marriage	relationships,	they	will	be	choosing	different	metaphors	to	
describe	 it.	 Thus,	Mark	 Johnson	believes	 that	 it	 is	 possible	 to	determine	 those	
basic	 metaphors	 that	 are	 foundational	 to	 our	 moral	 reasoning	 and	 their	













Finally,	 the	 last	 element	 of	 our	 moral	 reasoning	 is	 to	 realize	 that	 the	
listeners’	prototypes,	framings,	and	metaphors	develop	into	their	life	narratives.	
Johnson	 builds	 his	 theory	 on	 the	 assumption	 that	 our	 lives	 ‘have	 a	 narrative	
structure’	and	narratives	are	one	of	the	most	important	means	of	learning	about	
life.	It	is	through	narratives	‘that	we	come	closest	to	observing	and	participating	
in	 the	 reality	of	 life	 as	 it	 is	 actually	experienced	and	 lived’.552	However,	people	
not	 only	 learn	 from	 stories,	 but	 are	 also	 influenced	 by	 the	 prevalent	 cultural	
narrative	and	then	on	their	basis	they	develop	their	personal	narratives.	
Timothy	 Keller	 emphasizes	 the	 importance	 of	 understanding	 the	
listeners’	 narratives	 and	 presents	 several	 cultural	 narratives	 that	 characterize	
late	 modernity,	 as	 he	 calls	 it.	 He	 talks	 about	 the	 technology	 narrative	 that	
assumes	 that	 all	 the	problems	of	humanity	will	 be	 solved	due	 to	 technological	
advancement;	the	historical	narrative	that	says	that	history	naturally	progresses	















Consequently,	 Johnson	 claims	 that	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 our	 moral	
reasoning,	 ‘we	 must	 recognize	 the	 narrative	 dimension	 of	 our	 lives,	 which	





our	 lives.	 Depending	 on	 their	 moral	 values	 and	 their	 perception	 of	 moral	






While	 reflecting	on	 Johnson’s	elements	of	moral	 imagination,	 I	not	only	
realized	that	they	form	a	process,	but	also	that	understanding	of	this	process	has	
its	 implications	 for	 identifying	 the	 listeners’	 prototypes	 and	 typical	 ways	 of	






























in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 images	 in	 the	 listeners’	 galleries	 of	 the	 mind,	
preachers	 have	 to	 begin	 with	 the	 other	 end	 of	 the	 whole	 process	 and	 move	
backwards.	 In	order	 to	 recognize	 their	 listeners’	prototypes	and	 framings,	 they	
can	benefit	from	listening	to	their	metaphors,	 linguistics	 images,	and	narratives	
they	 use	 to	 describe	 their	 beliefs	 and	 perception	 of	 life.	 They	 also	 can	 watch	
their	listeners’	lives	to	see	how	their	individual	choices	form	larger	narratives	of	
their	lives.		
As	 preachers	 we	 might	 not	 know	 the	 prototypes	 and	 framings	 of	
situations	of	the	two	fathers,	whose	sons	slept	with	their	girlfriends.	However,	in	
a	 pastoral	 situation	 we	 might	 listen	 to	 their	 metaphors	 and	 narratives.	 One	
father	 would	 say	 that	 his	 son	 is	 a	 young	 warrior	 who	 conquers	 and	 wins,	 he	
expands	 his	 territory,	 and	 he	 is	 maturing	 and	 becoming	 stronger.	 This	 father	
might	 relate	 this	 story	 with	 pride.	 Moreover,	 his	 own	 life	 story	 of	 two	 failed	
marriages	might	give	a	further	insight	into	his	framing	of	this	particular	situation	
that	 reveals	 his	 actual	 prototypes.	 The	 other	 father	 might	 use	 a	 completely	
different	 language	saying	 that	his	 son	 strayed	 from	the	 right	path,	polluted	his	
young	 life,	 and	 engaged	 in	 an	 unhealthy	 relationship.	 He	would	 tell	 this	 story	
with	sadness,	because	it	does	not	adhere	to	his	personal	values,	narrative	of	life	
of	integrity,	and	faithfulness	to	one	woman.	The	language	and	stories	of	the	two	
fathers	 give	 the	 preachers	 insight	 into	 their	 values	 and	 perceptions	 of	 moral	
choices.		
The	 same	 strategy	 is	 helpful	 not	 only	 in	 pastoral	 situations	 when	 the	
preachers	 try	 to	 identify	 prototypes	 of	 individuals,	 but	 also	 in	 preaching	
situations	 when	 preachers	 try	 to	 understand	 prototypes	 and	 frames	 of	 their	





access	 to	 their	 external	 shared	 linguistic	 expressions	 and	 their	 stories	 that	 are	
both	lived	and	told.		
In	 the	 previous	 chapter,	 when	 the	 issue	 of	 an	 analysis	 of	 biblical	
metaphors	as	a	part	of	 a	discourse	was	discussed,	 I	was	 referring	 to	Kövecses’	
methodology,	 which	 also	 appears	 to	 be	 helpful	 in	 studying	 narratives	 or	
discourses	of	the	listeners.	Kövecses	points	out	that	there	are	several	principles	
of	understanding	metaphors	 in	 context:	metaphors	 are	 ‘specific	 to	 a	particular	
discourse	 situation’;	 be	 familiar	 with	 the	 surrounding	 discourse;	 take	 into	
consideration	 previous	 discourses	 that	 dealt	 with	 the	 same	 subject	 and	 their	
intertextual	 correlations;	 become	 familiar	 with	 existing	 dominant	 forms	 of	
discourse;	 understand	 ideology	 underlying	 a	 discourse.	 In	 his	 theory,	 he	 also	
adds	elements	related	to	a	situation	of	participants	of	discourse	such	as	physical	












Analogously,	 when	 preachers	 stand	 before	 their	 listeners	 and	 begin	
speaking	 addressing	 issues	 that	 are	 vital	 for	 their	 congregations,	 they	
immediately	 enter	 the	 on-going	 discourse	 that	 takes	 place	 in	 other	 sermons,	










a	 sermon	 based	 on	 1	 Peter	 1:1-12	 on	 our	 Christian	 identity.	 I	 could	 title	 the	
sermon	in	several	ways	like:	‘Who	are	You?’,	‘True	You’,	‘Your	New	Identity’,	but	
considering	the	surrounding	cultural	discourse	and	many	discourses	on	the	same	
subject	 in	 the	media	 and	 at	 home,	 I	 decided	 to	 use	 images	 taken	 from	 a	 text	
itself	and	my	title	was	‘A	Citizen	or	a	Refugee?’	(‘Obywatel	czy	Uchodźca?’).558		It	
was	 a	 way	 of	 showing	 that	 we	 belong	 to	 both	 categories.	 Even	 though	 the	
sermon	was	not	about	the	kind	of	attitudes	we	should	have	toward	refugees,	it	
entered	 the	 wider	 discourse	 and	 listeners	 started	 seeing	 implications	 of	 how	
understanding	of	their	own	identity	in	Christ	should	be	reflected	in	the	way	they	
look	at	 their	possessions	and	at	other	people	around.	By	recognizing	prevailing	




on	 a	 cultural	 level,	 consider	 a	 title	 of	 a	 sermon	 series	 Logged	Out,	 which	was	
devoted	to	spiritual	disciplines	and	time	alone	with	God	or	No	App	sermon	series	
about	qualities	of	character	that	cannot	be	just	downloaded	from	the	Internet	as	







Stott	 talks	 about	 double	 listening	 to	 the	 voice	 of	 the	 Bible	 and	 the	 world.559	










the	preacher.560	Timothy	Keller	urges	 the	preachers	 to	 listen	to	 the	 listeners	so	
that	they	will	be	able	to	express	and	address	their	 ‘doubts	and	objections	with	
appreciation	 and	 respect,	 in	 a	 coherent	 form,	 showing	 that	 they	 have	 listened	
long	 and	 hard	 to	 them’.561	Fred	 Craddock	 in	 order	 to	 enter	 the	 world	 of	 the	
listeners	 suggests	 practicing	 empathetic	 imagination	 by	 writing	 at	 a	 top	 of	 a	
sheet	of	paper,	‘What’s	Like	to	Be?’	and	choosing	‘one	concrete	facet	of	human	
experience’	 such	 as	 ‘facing	 surgery’,	 ‘living	 alone’,	 or	 ‘suddenly	 wealthy’.562	
When	Haddon	Robinson	prepared	a	sermon	he	imagined	various	people	standing	
around	his	 desk	 that	 included	 a	 committed	believer,	 a	 friend	 that	 is	 a	 cynic,	 a	
businessperson,	a	bored	teenager,	and	he	asked	himself,	‘What	does	this	have	to	





preachers	 a	 new	 theoretical	 tool	 that	 can	 be	 used	 effectively	 to	 express	
homiletical	theory	with	new	precision	and	can	give	new	insights	regarding	ways	
of	 understanding	 the	 listeners	 in	 a	much	more	methodologically	 systematized	
fashion.	As	a	pragmatic	approach	it	confirms	many	of	the	methods	proposed	by	





























Understanding	prototypes	of	 the	 listeners	 is	 an	 important	 step	 towards	
developing	 effective	 sermon	 application	 that	 can	 take	 the	 form	 of	 prototype-
based	 application.	 Thus,	 while	 being	 respectful	 to	 and	 aware	 of	 other	
approaches	 to	 Christian	 ethics,	 I	 suggest	 that	 Christian	morality	 and	 ethics	 are	




listeners’	 prototypes.	 Considering	 the	 fact	 that	 prototypes	 and	 frames	 are	
cognitive	 structures	 that	 are	 internal	 and	 not	 accessible	 to	 the	 preachers,	





establishing	among	 the	 listeners	 the	 theocentric	and	Christocentric	perspective	
on	 life	 which	 is	 prerequisite	 for	 accomplishing	 the	 goal	 of	 shaping	 new	
prototypes,	 framings	 of	 situations,	 and	 acquiring	 an	 ability	 to	 make	 moral	
choices	 in	 non-prototypical	 situations.	 Then,	 I	 will	 show	 how	 metaphors	 and	
narratives	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 helping	 the	 audience	 in	 embracing	 new	
prototypes	that	will	influence	the	ways	they	frame	their	life	situations.		
The	 idea	 of	 developing	 ethics	 based	 on	 paradigms,	 focal	 images,	
exemplars	 or	 prototypes	 is	 not	 new	 or	 limited	 just	 to	 Cognitive	 Linguistics.	
Garrett	Green	regards	‘the	imagination	as	the	paradigmatic	faculty,	the	ability	of	




patterns	 of	 other,	 less	 accessible	 and	 more	 complex	 objects	 of	 cognition’.566	
Green	illustrates	his	approach	by	referring	to	the	role	of	the	creeds	that	express	










‘formulate	 imaginative	analogies	between	stories	 told	 in	 the	text	and	the	story	
lived	 out	 by	 our	 community	 in	 a	 very	 different	 historical	 setting’.570	Thus	 even	
though	Hays	does	not	employ	Cognitive	Linguistics	with	its	notion	of	prototypes,	
he	utilizes	some	elements	of	the	theory.	Instead	of	talking	about	prototypes,	he	
identifies	 three	 focal	 images,	 namely:	 the	Community,	 the	Cross,	 and	 the	New	
Creation	 and	 these	 focal	 images	 become	 the	 reference	 points	 for	 his	 ethical	
decision	making.571	Thus,	 every	moral	 judgment	 is	made	 in	 a	 relation	 to	 these	
focal	images.	The	key	difference	between	his	approach	and	Cognitive	Linguistics	
is	 that	 Hays’	 focal	 images	 are	 given	 and	 their	 number	 is	 limited,	 whereas	 the	
number	 of	 prototypes	 is	 not	 limited	 and	 they	 are	 the	 basis	 elements	 for	
developing	new	categories.		















others	 explore	 the	 importance	 of	 exemplary	 members	 for	 a	 community	 that	
seeks	 to	 imitate	 them,	 and	 the	 correlation	 between	 the	 cognition	 and	
emotions.572	This	notion	of	exemplars	appears	 in	works	of	Linda	Zagzebski	who	




various	 exemplars	 to	 learn	 various	 virtues.573	Stanley	 Hauerwas	 understands	
exemplarity	 in	 a	 Christian	 life	 in	 the	 context	 of	 narrative.	 He	 emphasizes	 the	
importance	 of	 not	mere	 imitation	 of	 an	 exemplar,	 but	 imitation	 coupled	 with	
reflection	on	the	exemplar’s	life	that	results	in	adopting	the	exemplar’s	values	to	
our	own	situation	and	leading	a	similar	kind	of	life.574	James	William	McClendon	




While	 comparing	 prototype	 theory	 with	 the	 exemplar	 approach,	 it	 is	


























Considering	 the	 fact	 that	humans	owe	their	existence	and	moral	nature	
to	God	who	created	them	in	his	image,	I	want	to	begin	the	whole	discussion	on	
developing	prototype-based	application	with	the	understanding	of	the	picture	of	
God	 that	 our	 listeners	 have	 in	 their	minds.	 Paul	 Froese	 and	Christopher	 Bader	
studied	what	 people	 believe	 about	God	 and	 his	 involvement	 in	 the	world	 and	
they	 identified	 four	major	 views	of	God	 that	Americans	have:	 (1)	Authoritative	
God	 –	 engaged	 and	 judgmental,	 (2)	 Benevolent	 God	 –	 engaged	 and	 non-
judgmental,	 (3)	 Critical	 God	 –	 disengaged	 and	 judgmental,	 (4)	 Distant	 God	 –	
disengaged	 and	 non-judgmental. 576 	These	 different	 views	 of	 God	 can	 be	
summarized	 in	 two	 categories:	 a	 Strict	God	 and	 a	 Carrying	God,	 and	 they	 find	
their	 expression	 in	moral	 choices	 their	 adherents	make.	 For	 instance,	 some	 of	
those	Christians	who	believe	in	Strict	God,	see	HIV/Aids	as	God’s	punishment	for	
widely	spread	immorality,	whereas	many	of	those	who	in	their	understanding	of	
God	 lean	more	 toward	 Carrying	 God,	 describe	 him	 as	 being	 compassionate	 to	
those	who	suffer	and	desiring	to	ease	their	struggle.		
Developing	balanced	prototype-based	application	begins	with	helping	the	





biblical	 text,	 which	 assumes	 that	 God	 is	 the	 main	 character	 of	 the	 Bible.	
Consequently,	 one	 of	 the	main	 questions	 that	might	 be	 asked	 about	 a	 biblical	
text	is:	What	does	this	text	say	about	God	and	his	character?		
Considering	 the	 fact	 that	 Christ	 is	 the	 most	 perfect	 way	 God	 revealed	
himself	 and	 Christians	 identify	 themselves	 as	 his	 followers,	 prototype-based	
application	 should	 not	 be	 only	 theocentric,	 but	 also	 Christocentric	 since	 it	










studying	 and	 learning	 from	 human	 biblical	 characters.	 There	 are	 numerous	
examples	 of	 individuals	 described	 in	 the	 Bible	who	 embody	 various	 Christ-like	
qualities	 that	 should	 be	 emulated	 and	 these	 individuals	 may	 function	 as	
exemplars.	While	emphasizing	 the	 importance	of	God	as	 the	main	character	of	
the	 biblical	 revelation,	 preachers	 should	 not	 downplay	 human	 characters.	
However,	when	analysing	 their	 lives	and	actions,	 they	cannot	do	 it	 in	 isolation,	




	 Therefore,	 the	 first	 step	 in	developing	prototype-based	application	 is	 to	
recognize	 in	what	ways	God	 and	Christ	 are	 exemplars	 of	 a	 particular	 virtue	 or	







prototypes	 among	 which	 Christ	 is	 the	 most	 prominent.	 However,	 developing	
prototype-based	 application	 does	 not	 end	 with	 presenting	 God	 and	 Christ	 as	
exemplars,	 but	 it	 also	 aims	 at	 showing	 prototypical	 biblical	 concepts	 and	
prototypical	scenarios	that	often	requires	using	basic	level	categories.		
Most	 of	 our	 prototypes	 belong	 to	 the	 basic-level	 category	 of	 concepts	
such	as	a	chair,	a	dog,	love,	justice.	Numerous	studies	have	shown	that	children	













as	 mercy,	 love,	 grace,	 faith,	 God,	 and	 others.	 Therefore,	 while	 developing	
prototype-based	 application	 it	 is	 essential	 to	 establish	 understanding	 of	 these	
basic-level	 categories,	 which	 may	 also	 involve	 beginning	 with	 recognizing	 and	
questioning	some	cultural	prototypes.		
In	 my	 sermon	 ‘A	 Citizen	 or	 a	 Refugee?’	 I	 dealt	 with	 the	 issue	 of	 our	
Christian	 identity	 and	 I	 began	 with	 a	 question:	 ‘What	 would	 you	 have	 left,	 if	
everything	was	 taken	 from	you?’.579	Even	though	this	question	may	sound	self-
contradictory	 and	 abstract	 for	 numerous	 contemporary	 listeners	 living	 in	 the	
Western	world,	for	Peter’s	addressees	it	was	very	legitimate,	since	he	writes	his	




to	 challenge	 prototypical	 cultural	 ways	 people	 construct	 their	 identities	 and	 it	
was	accomplished	through	an	extended	narrative	image.	
	
Your	 friends	 invited	 you	 to	 their	 wedding	 anniversary.	 When	 you	
arrive,	 you	 discover	 that	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 a	 very	 few	 known	
faces,	 there	 are	 many	 strange	 people	 whom	 you	 do	 not	 know.	
Suddenly,	 the	 host	 comes	 to	 you	 and	 says,	 ‘You	 have	 to	 meet	
somebody.	 This	 is	 Andrew.	 Andrew	 is	 the	 bank	 president’.	 A	 few	
minutes	 later	 you	 meet	 some	 more	 people:	 Anne	 who	 is	 a	










work	 for	 a	 big	 company	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 he	 was	 made	 to	 be	
nobody.	 Is	 not	 it	 surprising	 that	 when	 we	 are	 asked	 to	 introduce	
ourselves	or	others	we	define	our	identities	by	what	we	do,	what	we	
have	 accomplished	 or	what	we	 posses?	 But	what	would	 you	 have	
left,	if	everything	was	taken	from	you?581			
	
Even	 though	Peter	writes	 to	 aliens,	 strangers	or	 refugees,	 he	addresses	




his	 wife	 were	 on	 vacation.	 When	 the	 man	 discovered	 that	 Craddock	 was	 a	
preacher,	 he	 told	 his	 story	 of	 how	 a	 particular	 preacher	 from	 his	 childhood	
influenced	his	life.		
He	 had	 a	 difficult	 childhood	 because	 he	 was	 born	 out	 of	 wedlock	 and	
never	knew	who	his	father	was.	His	classmates	made	fun	of	him	and	people	were	
talking	 behind	 his	 back	 as	 they	were	 trying	 to	 guess	who	 his	 daddy	was.	 As	 a	
teenager	 he	 started	 going	 to	 a	 church,	 but	 he	 always	 tried	 to	 sneak	 out	 just	
before	the	end	of	the	service.	However,	one	Sunday	people	blocked	him	in	the	





a	 guess	 as	 to	who	my	 father	was.	 A	moment	 later	 he	 said,	 ‘Well,	
boy,	you’re	a	child	of...‘	and	he	paused	there.	I	knew	it	was	coming.	I	
knew	 I	 would	 have	my	 feelings	 hurt.	 I	 knew	 I	 would	 not	 go	 back	






resemblance,	 boy‘.	 Then	 he	 swatted	me	 on	 the	 bottom	 and	 said,	
‘Now,	 you	 go	 and	 claim	 your	 inheritance‘.	 I	 left	 the	 building	 a	
different	person.	In	fact,	that	was	really	the	beginning	of	my	life.582	
	
So	 coming	 back	 to	 the	 question	 of	ways	we	 construct	 our	 identity	 and	
‘What	 would	 you	 have	 left,	 if	 everything	 was	 taken	 from	 you?’,	 these	 two	
extended	 narrative	 images	 challenge	 cultural	 prototypes	 of	 our	 identity	 and	


















to	 deal	 with	 non-prototypical	 situations.	 Preachers	 cannot	 predict	 all	 possible	
situations	and	challenges	 their	audiences	might	 face,	but	by	presenting	biblical	
prototypes	they	give	them	a	point	of	reference	for	moral	reasoning	in	all	kinds	of	








be	 addressed	 because	 there	 are	 ‘principles	 of	 extension	 (e.g.,	metaphor)	 from	
the	 central	 to	 noncentral	 members	 within	 a	 category’	 [emphasis	 original].583	
Therefore,	in	the	following	paragraphs,	I	will	explain	how	preachers	can	address	
non-prototypical	 situations	 that	 could	be	defined	as	 situations	 that	 differ	 from	
the	 one	 that	 is	 perceived	 as	 ideal.	 These	 situations	 are	 labelled	 as	 non-
prototypical	 because	 they	 might	 be	 imperfect	 or	 in	 some	 cases	 even	 morally	
ambiguous.	 The	 purpose	 of	 addressing	 these	 non-prototypical	 situations	 is	 to	
help	the	listener	to	make	moral	choices	that	are	based	on	their	prototypes	even	
in	circumstances	that	are	far	from	perfect.		
For	 instance,	having	prototypical	 concepts	and	prototypical	 scenarios	of	
love	 and	 forgiveness	 is	 a	 starting	 point	 for	 determining	 our	 behaviour	 in	
situations	 that	 something	 goes	wrong	 or	 does	 not	 happen	 as	 expected.	 In	 his	
Sermon	 on	 the	 Mount,	 Jesus	 challenges	 common	 prototypical	 scenarios	 of	
adultery,	 murder,	 and	 our	 typical	 responses	 to	 those	 who	 hurt	 us	 and	 shows	
numerous	 non-prototypical	 scenarios	 (Matt.	 5-7).	 His	 listeners	 thought	 that	
adultery	was	about	going	to	bed	with	somebody’s	spouse,	a	murder	was	about	
taking	a	person’s	life,	and	if	people	hurt	them,	they	had	a	right	to	hurt	them	back	
following	 the	 principle	 ‘An	 eye	 for	 an	 eye’.	 Jesus	 however	 changes	 these	
scenarios	saying	that	adultery	is	 lusting	after	somebody,	murder	is	being	angry,	
and	 if	his	 followers	are	being	slapped	on	one	chick,	 they	should	turn	the	other	
one	as	well.	He	redefines	prototypes	and	applies	them	to	situations	that	would	
not	 be	 considered	 prototypical,	 and	 consequently	 Jesus	 changes	 framings	 of	
these	situations.	People	start	perceiving	them	differently	and	hopefully	will	start	
acting	differently.	 Jesus	as	our	ultimate	prototype	shows	how	to	act	 in	a	highly	
non-prototypical	 situations	 when	 he	 experienced	 hatred,	 injustice,	 betrayal,	
suffering	and	death.			
Introducing	new	prototypes	is	closely	related	to	changing	our	framings	of	








Thus,	 preachers	 should	 aim	 at	 changing	 the	 listeners’	 prototypes	 and	 helping	
them	to	imagine	new	framings	of	situations	in	order	to	develop	new	transformed	
attitudes.		
In	 preaching	 using	 prototype-based	 applications	 preachers	 present	 new	
prototypes	 that	 often	 change	 the	 listeners’	 frames.	 They	 also	 may	 give	 some	
examples	 of	 non-prototypical	 situations	 encouraging	 their	 listeners	 to	 reflect	
how	their	prototypes	affect	 their	perception	of	 these	 situations,	but	ultimately	
they	 leave	 to	 the	 listeners	 a	 decision	 how	 to	 live	 those	 prototypical	 scenarios	






an	alcoholic	 father.	 Their	 task	 is	 to	 show	how	 the	prototype	of	 love	applies	 to	
this	situation,	what	it	means	to	love	such	a	person,	and	these	expressions	of	love	
will	be	very	different	from	other	relationships.		
Prototype-based	 application	 in	 preaching	 shows	 tension	 between	 the	
ideal	and	the	real.	In	a	sermon	based	on	the	book	of	Esther	1-2	and	titled	‘When	
Life	Is	Not	Black	and	White’,	I	tried	to	show	life	in	shades	of	grey.585	In	the	book	
of	 Esther	 we	 read	 a	 very	 morally	 complicated	 story.	 Even	 though,	 some	 time	
earlier	Cyrus	issued	his	decree	allowing	Jews	to	return	to	their	homeland,	Esther	
and	her	 family	 remained	 in	 the	 exile.	 Eventually,	 Esther	 ends	 up	 in	 a	 situation	
when	she	has	to	spend	a	night	with	a	pagan	king.	Apparently,	she	does	what	she	
can	 to	make	him	happy,	because	eventually	he	marries	her	and	makes	her	 the	
queen.	 Against	 God’s	 law,	 she	 marries	 the	 pagan;	 she	 eats	 at	 his	 table,	 and	
blends	so	well	with	the	culture	of	the	royal	court	that	nobody	even	knows	that	
















Sometimes	 we	 live	 in	 shades	 of	 grey	 because	 we	 experience	
consequences	of	our	own	choices.	A	young	man	got	married	early,	
even	though	he	was	not	ready	for	it.	Soon,	his	son	was	born	and	not	
long	 after	 his	 marriage	 fell	 apart.	 Years	 later,	 he	 started	 a	 new	
family.	 This	 time	 he	 was	 more	 mature	 and	 it	 worked.	 He	 also	





living	 in	 the	 shades	of	 grey.	What	does	 it	mean	 to	be	obedient	 to	
God	in	such	a	situation?586		
	
Esther	 did	 not	 live	 in	 a	 perfect	 environment	 and	 she	 was	 not	 perfect	
herself,	but	in	the	most	dramatic	moment,	when	the	lives	of	her	people	were	in	
danger,	she	made	a	critical	decision	about	being	involved	and	became	a	part	of	



















	 At	 this	 point,	 a	 question	 arises	 regarding	 a	methodology	 of	 developing	
prototype-based	application.	As	 it	 could	have	been	seen	 in	 the	examples	given	
above,	prototype-based	application	very	often	takes	the	form	of	a	metaphor	or	a	
narrative	or	a	metaphor	being	a	part	of	a	larger	narrative.	Mark	Johnson	argues	
that	 ‘the	 chief	 imaginative	 dimension	 of	moral	 understanding	 is	 metaphor’.588	
Thus,	as	was	demonstrated	earlier,	our	conceptual	system,	including	morality,	is	
largely	metaphorical	 and	when	we	 start	 talking	 about	morality	 and	 values,	we	
seem	to	be	unable	to	do	it	without	metaphors.	He	also	points	out	that	whenever	
we	encounter	non-prototypical	cases	that	require	making	an	extension	from	the	
prototype,	we	make	 this	 extension	 using	metaphor.589	So,	 taking	 so-called	 ‘life	
lessons’	 is	 possible	 because	 of	 metaphorical	 extensions	 we	 are	 able	 to	 make.	
Johnson	shows	how	we	can	take	a	specific	past	experience,	 learn	some	lessons	
from	it,	and	live	them	out	in	a	new	situation.	It	is	possible	because	we	‘grasp	the	
metaphorical	 structure	 of	 the	 previous	 situation	 and	 apply	 to	 what	 we	 are	
encountering	now’.590	
	 Thus,	 metaphors	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 preaching	 that	 employs	
prototype-based	application.	As	John	Sanders	claims,	in	order	to	‘help	others	to	
live	 the	 way	 God	 intends	 them	 to,	 it	 might	 be	 necessary	 to	 change	 the	








whole	 variety	 of	 metaphors	 ‘to	 describe	 one	 phenomenon	 because	 it	 is	 too	
complex	to	be	captured	by	one	conceptualization’.591		
	 Mark	 Scott	 while	 preaching	 a	 wedding	 sermon	 for	 his	 son	 used	 three	
different	metaphors	that	show	its	different	aspects.	He	said	that,	‘1.	Marriage	Is	





	 The	 choice	 of	 metaphors	 preachers	 make	 will	 affect	 greatly	 attitudes	







	 Respectively,	 preachers	 will	 influence	 their	 churches	 by	 choices	 of	
metaphors	they	make.	Some	build	a	culturally	 isolated	type	of	congregation	by	
preaching	 that	a	 church	 is	 a	 little	 flock,	 a	holy	 remnant	 that	 is	 supposed	 to	be	
separate	from	the	world,	which	is	evil	and	any	kind	of	friendship	with	the	world	
is	 hostility	 toward	 God.	 Others	 build	 mission-driven	 congregations	 while	
stressing	that	Christians	are	the	followers	of	Jesus	who	was	known	to	be	a	friend	














	 Prototype-based	 application	 in	 preaching	 does	 not	 rely	 only	 on	
metaphors,	 but	 on	 narratives	 as	 well	 and	 it	 needs	 narratives	 to	 make	
abstractions	more	 concrete.	 Prototypes	 and	metaphors	 are	built	 on	basic-level	
categories	 that	 are	 general,	 whereas	 narratives	 require	 subordinate	 level	
categories	 that	 are	 specific.	 Basic-level	 categories	 are	 helpful	 in	 organizing	 our	
knowledge	 of	 the	 world,	 but	 we	 do	 not	 experience	 the	 world	 in	 such	 a	 way.	
While	walking	 on	 the	 street	we	 do	 not	 see	 just	 some	 general	man	with	 some	
general	 dog	 getting	 into	 some	 general	 car,	 but	 we	 see	 our	 neighbour,	 a	 grey	
haired,	 retired	 professor	 who	 walks	 with	 a	 limp	 and	 with	 his	 old	 German	
Shepherd	 is	getting	 in	his	 silver	Volkswagen	Passat.	Thus,	 if	our	preaching	 is	 to	
attempt	 to	 represent	 the	 way	 people	 experience	 reality,	 it	 also	 has	 to	 utilize	
subordinate	level	descriptions	to	present	prototype-based	applications.			
	 Narratives	 are	 essential	 tools	 in	 conveying	 sermon	 application	 since,	 as	
Mark	Johnson	argues,	our	lives	have	a	narrative	structure.	We	experience	them	
as	 a	 story	 and	 since	 the	 earliest	 years	 of	 our	 lives	we	 are	 ethically	 shaped	 by	
narratives.	 As	 Martha	 Nussbaum	 rightly	 observes,	 a	 child	 ‘does	 not	 learn	 its	
society’s	conception	of	love,	or	of	anger	by	sitting	in	an	ethics	class’	but	actually	






God’s	 purposes	 such	 as	 Hebrew	midwifes	 lying	 to	 the	 Pharaoh	 about	 reasons	
why	 they	did	not	 kill	 new-born	 Jewish	boys	 as	 ordered	by	 the	 king	 and	 saying	
that	Hebrew	women	often	give	birth	to	their	children	earlier	than	expected	(Ex.	









that	 God’s	 people	 should	 follow,	 they	 show	 dilemmas	 that	 people	 living	 in	
different	 periods	 of	 history	 had	 to	 face.	 These	 stories	 demonstrate	 how	
application	 of	 our	 prototypes	 might	 change	 in	 non-prototypical	 situations.	
Sanders	argues	that	 ‘by	telling	multiple	stories	that	address	the	complexities	of	
real	 life,	 the	 community	 learns	 how	 to	 employ	 various	 precepts	 in	 different	
situations	and	learn	to	navigate	nontypical	cases’.596		
Narratives	 as	 the	 means	 of	 application	 help	 accomplish	 one	 more	
purpose	 as	 far	 as	 non-prototypical	 cases	 are	 concerned.	 It	 can	 be	 said	 that	
human	 life	not	only	 is	experienced	as	a	 story,	but	also	most	people	want	 their	
lives	to	be	a	part	of	a	larger	narrative	of	some	kind.	Christian	preaching	may	help	
the	 listeners	 to	 make	 better	 choices	 in	 non-prototypical	 situations	 by	
transforming	 their	 prototypical	 view	 of	 life	 and	 history.	 Instead	 of	 perceiving	
their	lives	as	short	and	meaningless	episodes,	they	may	begin	to	see	themselves	
as	created	in	the	image	of	God,	believing	in	Christ	the	perfect	image	of	God,	and	
being	 transformed	 by	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	 into	 the	 image	 of	 Christ.	 Even	 difficult	
ethical	 choices	 are	made	differently,	when	people	 realize	 that	 their	 lives	 are	 a	
part	of	a	larger	story	of	salvation.	
However,	 if	 our	 sermon	 applications	 are	 based	 on	 prototypes	 we	 are	
faced	 with	 a	 problem	 about	 the	 role	 of	 rules	 in	 our	 ethical	 thinking	 and	
preaching.	 Stressing	 that	our	moral	 reasoning	 is	based	on	prototypes	does	not	
mean	that	all	the	rules	are	redundant.	Mark	Johnson	argues	that	moral	laws	are	
‘abstractions	 based	 on	 cultural	 prototypes’	 and	 he	 adds	 that	 ‘such	 abstracted	
rules	 have	 their	 meaning	 and	 proper	 application	 only	 relative	 to	 the	
prototype’. 597 	This	 intricate	 relation	 between	 rules	 and	 prototypes	 can	 be	
explained	 with	 an	 example	 of	 an	 interplay	 between	 rules	 and	 prototypes	 in	
giving	up	smoking	and	developing	a	healthy	lifestyle.		
Non-smoking	 signs	 are	 important	 to	 designate	 smoke-free	 areas	 and	









smokers	 to	 give	 up	 their	 addiction.	What	might	 convince	 them	are	 prototypes	
expressed	 in	 positive	 images	 of	 a	 healthy	 person	 or	 negative	 ones	 such	 as	 a	
person	 suffering	 from	 lung	 cancer.	 They	 might	 think	 about	 prototypical	
situations	 such	 as	 being	 socially	 stigmatized	 for	 smoking,	 being	out	 of	 fashion,	
saving	money,	 or	maybe	 inconveniences	 caused	 by	 smoking	 as	 the	 number	 of	
areas	designated	for	smokers	decreases.	These	deeply	ingrained	images	of	who	
people	want	 or	 do	 not	want	 to	 become	push	 smokers	 to	make	 certain	 ethical	
decisions.	However,	when	they	make	these	decisions	based	on	their	prototypes,	
these	 choices	will	 be	expressed	 in	 very	practical	 and	 tangible	 actions	 including	
some	 rules.	 A	 person	 pursuing	more	 healthy	 lifestyle	which	 involves	 giving	 up	
smoking,	will	 have	 to	 change	 some	habits,	 decide	 to	 spend	money	 differently,	





is	 a	 novel	 concept	 in	 homiletics.	 As	 preachers	we	 should	 focus	 on	 helping	 our	
listeners	 to	 develop	 biblical	 prototypes	 with	 the	 ultimate	 one	 –	 growing	 into	
likeness	 of	 Christ.	 However,	 they	 will	 need	 to	 find	 their	 own	 answers	 to	 the	
question	 how	 to	 apply	 these	 prototypes	 in	 their	 lives	 and	 translate	 them	 into	
specific	 moral	 choices	 and	 actions	 both	 in	 prototypical	 and	 non-prototypical	
situations.	 In	 this	 whole	 process,	 the	 moral	 imagination	 is	 the	 key	 because	 it	
allows	seeing	connections	between	our	prototypes	and	everyday	situations.		
Therefore,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 with	 its	 notion	 of	 prototypes	 not	 only	
changes	 our	 approach	 to	 developing	 sermon	 application,	 but	 also	 provides	
preachers	 with	 specific	 guidelines	 how	 to	 accomplish	 this	 task.	 Moreover,	 it	
places	 the	 whole	 discussion	 on	 developing	 prototype-based	 application	 in	 the	
wider	context	of	human	cognition	and	communication	showing	 the	connection	
between	 our	 internal	 prototypes	 and	 typical	 framings	 of	 situations	 and	
metaphors	 and	 narratives.	 Analogically	 like	 in	 the	 process	 of	 discovering	 the	









metaphor	 theory	 to	 preaching	 of	 biblical	 texts	 in	 general	 and	 images	 and	
metaphors	 in	 particular.	 In	 the	 first	 part	 of	 this	 section,	 I	 will	 give	 a	 list	 of	
strategies	 of	 reworking	 existing	 biblical	 metaphors	 for	 sermon	 purposes.	
Cognitive	 linguists	 identified	most	 of	 these	 strategies	 while	 they	 analysed	 the	
process	of	reworking	conventional	metaphors	by	forming	novel	ones.	I	have	not	












	 Numerous	 homileticians	 have	 undertaken	 the	 task	 of	 providing	 insights	
and	practical	guidelines	regarding	methods	of	preaching	biblical	metaphors	and	
images.	 They	 also	 offer	 suggestions	 about	 entering	 the	 creative	 process	 of	
developing	 new	 metaphors	 that	 reflect	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 biblical	 texts.	 For	
instance,	Jennifer	L.	Lord	urges	preachers	to	make	notes	of	both	biblical	images	
and	 those	 that	 come	 to	 mind	 while	 studying	 a	 passage.	 In	 the	 process	 of	
generating	new	images	Lord	suggests	using	mind	mapping,	writing	off	the	page,	








you	saw	 them	or	heard	 them,	 ransack	 the	 lexicon	 to	 see	how	these	words	are	
used	 in	 non-technical	 contexts.’599 	He	 believes	 that	 in	 order	 to	 initiate	 the	
generative	process	in	our	thinking,	we	need	to	learn	to	see	things	from	different	
perspectives	 and	 to	 do	 so	 we	 might	 try	 making	 forced	 connections	 between	
concepts,	 images,	 and	 stories.	 Paul	 Scott	Wilson	 stresses	 the	 idea	 of	 teaching	
biblical	 truths	 by	 using	 comparison	 and	 contrast.	Wilson	 states,	 ‘Contradiction	
works	in	the	same	way	that	metaphor	works’	allowing	the	listeners	to	experience	
the	 tension	 created	 by	 putting	 aside	 two	 elements	 that	 are	 similar	 and	
dissimilar.600		
Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 at	 times	 is	 perceived	 as	 the	
theory	 dealing	 only	 with	 the	 simplest,	 everyday	 metaphors	 used	 in	 speaking.	
However,	cognitivists	have	effectively	shown	that	 their	approach	 is	also	 fruitful	
in	analysis	of	very	complex	poetic	metaphors	indicating	that	they	all	are	rooted	
in	 conventional	 metaphors.	Moreover,	 while	 studying	 these	 poetic	 metaphors	
they	 identified	 various	 strategies	 of	 reworking	 conventional	 metaphors	 into	
novel	ones.		
Considering	the	fact	that	one	of	the	key	challenges	preachers	face	is	the	
problem	 of	 how	 to	 present	 biblical	 metaphors	 to	 their	 listeners,	 I	 find	 these	





















	 On	 the	 basis	 of	 my	 personal	 study	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 I	 want	 to	
introduce	one	of	my	own	methods	of	conveying	biblical	metaphors	that	is	based	
on	 identifying	 and	 illustrating	 conventional	 metaphors.	 In	 the	 Bible	 there	 are	
numerous	examples	of	metaphors	that	might	appear	ambiguous	to	our	listeners	
as	for	example	Jesus’	words	addressed	to	the	Pharisees	that	they	are	spiritually	
blind,	his	 call	 to	 take	up	our	 cross	and	 follow	him,	or	 to	build	our	 lives	on	 the	
rock.	 In	 order	 to	 help	 the	 listeners	 to	 comprehend	 these	 metaphorical	
expressions	 and	 allow	 them	 to	 relate	 them	 to	 their	 everyday	 experiences,	 it	
might	 be	 helpful	 to	 begin	 with	 identifying	 conventional	 metaphors	 that	 are	
behind	these	expressions	such	as	UNDERSTANDING	IS	SEEING,	LIFE	IS	A	JOURNEY,	and	LIFE	
IS	 A	 BUILDING.	 This	 task	might	 not	 be	 easy	 and	 these	metaphors	 are	 not	 always	
effortlessly	 recognized.	 However,	 even	 though	 the	 preachers	 might	 have	
problems	with	coming	up	with	a	clear	statement	such	as	LIFE	IS	A	JOURNEY,	they	still	
may	ask	questions	about	how	in	a	given	metaphorical	expression	life	is	portrayed	
and	 why	 it	 speaks	 about	 turns,	 bumpy	 road,	 following	 the	 path	 or	 others.	
Moreover,	 preachers	 can	 benefit	 from	 indexes	 of	 common	 conceptual	
metaphors	that	include	the	most	typical	examples.601		
Once	conventional	metaphors	are	identified,	they	can	be	illustrated	with	
other	 commonly	 known	 linguistic	examples	 showing	how	we	conceptualize	 life	




born	 blind	 (John	 9:1-41).	 At	 the	 end	 of	 this	 episode	 Jesus	 makes	 a	 shocking	
statement,	 ‘For	 judgment	 I	came	 into	 this	world,	 so	 that	those	who	do	not	see	
may	 see,	 and	 that	those	 who	 see	may	 become	 blind’	 (v.	 39).	When	 Pharisees	
heard	 this	 they	 wondered	 if	 Jesus	 just	 called	 them	 blind.	 Then,	 he	 made	 his	







but	since	 you	 say,	 ‘We	 see,’	 your	 sin	 remains’	 (v.	 41).	 In	 order	 to	 understand	
Jesus’	argument,	it	is	important	to	pay	attention	to	the	context	of	his	words	and	
the	structure	of	this	narrative.	The	story	begins	with	disciples	seeing	a	man	born	
blind	 and	 equating	 his	 blindness	 with	 sin	 either	 his	 own	 or	 his	 parents.	 This	






accused	of	 sin,	 but	 ends	with	him	 seeing	 and	 Jesus	pronouncing	 the	Pharisees	
blind	 and	 guilty	 of	 sin.	 While	 the	 narrative	 unfolds,	 readers	 can	 see	 the	
progression	 in	 the	 healed	 man’s	 perspective	 and	 understanding.	 First,	 he	
recovers	his	physical	 sight.	Then,	he	says	 that	 the	man	called	 Jesus	opened	his	
eyes.	 Next,	 he	 calls	 him	 a	 prophet	 and	 claims	 that	 Jesus	 has	 to	 be	 from	God.	
Finally,	he	calls	Jesus	the	Lord,	confesses	that	he	believes	in	the	Son	of	Man,	and	
worships	him.	At	 the	 same	 time	 the	Pharisees	 state	 that	 Jesus	cannot	be	 from	
God	since	he	healed	this	man	during	the	Sabbath	and	they	urge	the	healed	man	
to	 pronounce	 Jesus	 a	 sinner.	 So,	 when	 a	 blind	 man	 starts	 seeing	 and	
understanding	 more,	 Jesus’	 opponents	 seem	 to	 see	 and	 understand	 less.	
Interestingly,	 the	 apostle	 John	 while	 narrating	 the	 whole	 episode	 employs	 a	
conventional	metaphor	 UNDERSTANDING	 IS	 SEEING,	 and	 actually,	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	
understand	 Jesus	 final	 judgment	 pronounced	 on	 the	 Pharisees	 without	 paying	
attention	to	and	comprehending	the	significance	of	this	conventional	metaphor.		
In	 a	 sermon,	 preachers	 can	 help	 the	 listeners	 to	 understand	 these	
structural	elements	appearing	in	the	story	and	explain	Jesus’	words	in	the	wider	
context.	 However,	 they	 also	 may	 help	 them	 to	 grasp	 various	 metaphorical	
expressions	related	to	seeing	and	blindness	used	in	the	text	by	pointing	out	the	
conventional	 metaphor	 UNDERSTANDING	 IS	 SEEING	 that	 underlies	 them	 all	 and	







of	 blindness	 is	 the	 blindness	 to	 our	 own	 blindness.	 It	 is	 the	
conviction	that	what	I	see	is	enough	and	there	is	no	more	to	see.	We	
know	 it	 from	our	own	experience	 that	 the	most	difficult	people	 to	
talk	 to	 are	 those	 who	 are	 convinced	 that	 they	 are	 right,	 they	
understand,	 and	 see	 everything	 as	 it	 is	 while	 refusing	 to	





understanding	 and	 we	 use	 it	 often	 too.	 We	 say,	 ‘Don’t	 you	 see	
where	 this	 is	 going?’	 and	 we	 mean	 ‘Don’t	 you	 understand	 the	
consequences?’.	We	say,	‘He	does	not	see	how	serious	it	is’	and	we	
mean	 that	 ‘He	 does	 not	 understand	 the	 gravity	 of	 the	 situation’.	
Sometimes	people	say,	 ‘If	you	believe	that	she	will	keep	her	word,	
you	 must	 be	 blind’	 meaning	 ‘You	 need	 to	 understand	 that	 she	 is	
lying	 to	 you’.	 We	 say	 those	 things,	 because	 we	 know	 that	
UNDERSTANDING	 IS	 SEEING	 and	 to	 understand	 something	 is	 to	 see	
something	differently.		
	
So	 what	 should	 we	 see	 and	 understand?	 Since	 the	 worst	 kind	 of	
blindness	is	the	blindness	to	our	own	blindness	we	need	to	see	that	
only	 when	 being	 aware	 of	 our	 own	 blindness	 we	 turn	 to	 Jesus	
allowing	him	to	open	our	eyes,	we	can	see	him	differently	and	 live	












UNDERSTANDING	 IS	 SEEING	 works,	 I	 attempted	 to	 help	 the	 listener	 to	 see	 Jesus’	
teaching	about	seeing	and	being	blind	is	not	as	abstract	as	some	might	think,	but	
actually	it	is	deeply	rooted	in	our	language	and	experience.	
The	 same	 approach	 might	 be	 applied	 to	 other	 texts.	 Preachers	 while	
explaining	 the	 idea	 of	 following	 Jesus	 and	 taking	 our	 cross	 might	 begin	 with	
identifying	a	conventional	metaphor	LIFE	IS	A	JOURNEY	and	 illustrating	 it	with	well-




different	 kind	 of	 journey	 through	 life.	 His	 disciples	 are	 called	 to	 follow	 his	
footsteps	and	as	they	do,	they	discover	that	he	walks	towards	the	cross	to	die.	
Their	 journey	 is	 not	 comfortable	 since	 they	 have	 to	 take	 up	 their	 crosses	 as	 a	
constant	reminder	of	the	their	purpose,	which	is	dying	to	their	own	life	agenda.		
	 Illustrating	 metaphors,	 even	 though	 very	 useful	 in	 conveying	 biblical	
metaphors	 and	 images,	 has	 its	 limits.	 It	 is	 not	 based	 on	 the	 idea	 of	 reworking	
biblical	 metaphors,	 but	 rather	 allows	 the	 listeners	 experience	 the	 linguistic	
power	of	a	biblical	metaphorical	expression	by	relating	it	to	other	contemporary	
metaphorical	 expressions	 that	 are	 developed	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 the	 same	
conventional	metaphor.	However,	it	some	cases	it	might	be	difficult	to	recognize	
conventional	metaphors	behind	some	biblical	metaphorical	expressions.	In	such	














metaphors	 into	 more	 creative	 ones,	 it	 might	 be	 useful	 in	 conveying	 biblical	
metaphors.	 Although	 some	 argue	 that	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	 explain	metaphor,	 as	
much	it	is	not	possible	to	explain	a	joke	without	losing	its	rhetorical	impact,	there	








43).	Thus,	 it	 is	not	 surprising	 that	nowadays	 the	puzzled	 listener	might	ask	 the	
preacher	about	the	meaning	of	some	of	these	metaphors	and	images	expecting	a	
simple	answer.		
	 Instead	 of	 talking	 about	 explaining	 metaphors,	 I	 prefer	 to	 use	 a	 term	
describing,	 since	 it	 does	 not	 assume	 translating	 metaphors	 into	 propositional	
statements,	 but	 rather	 showing	 interconnections	 between	 source	 and	 target	
domains	 stressing	 existing	 mappings	 with	 hiding	 and	 highlighting	 of	 certain	
elements.	This	description	should	take	place	with	respect	to	the	boundaries	set	
by	mappings,	hiding	and	highlighting	and	the	context	of	the	whole	discourse.	


























provide	 any	 lasting	 solution	 to	 the	 problem	 of	 sin.	 Conversely,	 Christ	 as	 fully	
human	and	fully	divine	willingly	gave	up	his	life	to	be	sacrificed	for	sins	of	people.	
We	 did	 not	 own	 Jesus.	 He	 knew	 the	 purpose	 of	 his	 coming	 and	 his	 death	
redeemed	 all	 the	 sins	 of	 the	world.	 Furthermore,	 he	 conquered	 death	 and	 his	
sacrifice	did	not	mean	the	end	of	his	life,	but	rather	it	allowed	people	to	have	an	
eternal	life.606		
	 Thus,	 an	 analysis	 of	 highlighting	 and	 hiding	 in	 metaphors	 allows	







God		 	 	 	 	 à		 	 God	
Owner	of	the	lamb		 	 	 à		 	 people	
Sin	by	the	owner	of	the	lamb		 à		 	 sins	of	people	
Death	as	a	consequence	of	sin	 à	 	 death	as	a	consequence	of	sin	
Lamb		 	 	 	 	 à		 	 Jesus	
Unblemished		 	 	 	 à	 	 perfect	
Sacrificing	the	lamb			






elements	 that	 do	 not	 get	 mapped.	 In	 case	 of	 Christ’s	 sacrifice,	 even	 these	
elements	are	important,	because	they	enable	preachers	to	see	the	uniqueness	of	
his	 sacrifice	 in	 comparison	 to	Old	 Testament	 sacrifices.	 The	 idea	 of	 hiding	 and	
highlighting	 helps	 one	 to	 notice	 the	 tension	 between	 the	 source	 and	 target	
domains	since	it	does	not	only	show	similarity,	but	also	shocking	dissimilarity	like	
comparing	the	Son	of	God	to	an	animal.		
	 Preachers	 while	 describing	 metaphors	 in	 their	 sermons	 should	 refrain	
from	using	cognitive	terminology	that	might	be	unknown	for	their	 listeners	and	





name	 is	 Andrew.	 We	 all	 listened	 as	 John	 addressed	 the	 crowd	
gathered.	 When	 suddenly,	 he	 saw	 a	 young	 rabbi	 called	 Jesus	
approaching	and	he	said,	‘Behold,	the	Lamb	of	God	who	takes	away	
the	sin	of	the	world!’.	Then,	John	testified	that	he	saw	the	Spirit	of	
God	 coming	 on	 this	man	 and	 he	 is	 the	 Son	 of	God.	 But,	 for	 some	





looking	 at	 Jesus	 my	 thoughts	 went	 to	 these	 numerous	 occasions	
when	I	was	haunted	by	my	own	guilt	because	I	knew	I	did	something	
that	offended	God.	At	 those	dreadful	 times	 I	did	what	every	pious	
Jew	should	do.	I	went	to	the	temple	bringing	an	animal	–	the	best	I	













how	 could	 he	 be	 the	 Lamb	 of	 God.	 God	 did	 not	 allow	 human	
sacrifices.	 So,	 how	 could	 this	 Jew	pay	 for	my	 sins?	 I	 understood	 it	
three	years	later.	At	that	time,	I	was	one	of	Jesus’	disciples.	He	was	
talking	something	about	giving	his	life	for	the	sins	of	the	world	and	
about	 going	 to	 Jerusalem	 to	 die.	 And	 he	 went.	 We	 saw	 him	









Preaching	 metaphors	 such	 as	 Christ	 is	 the	 Lamb	 of	 God	 is	 challenging	
because	 they	 are	 culturally	 remote,	 might	 be	 difficult	 to	 understand	 for	 a	
contemporary	 audience,	 and	might	be	 considered	by	 some	as	offensive.	 There	
are	numerous	strategies	that	could	be	employed	in	such	cases,	but	the	simplest	
is	describing	metaphor	by	helping	the	listeners	to	see	the	domains	and	mappings	
without	 talking	 about	 domains	 and	 mappings.	 Its	 purpose	 is	 not	 to	 iron	 out	











	 One	 of	 the	 ways	 of	 extending	 a	 conventional	 conceptual	 metaphor	 to	
create	 a	 novel	 metaphorical	 expression	 is	 by	 adding	 a	 new	 unconventional	
element	 to	 the	 source	 domain.608	Any	 given	 conventional	 metaphor	 does	 not	
map	everything	from	the	source	domain	to	the	target	domain,	thus	to	extend	a	
metaphor	means	to	identify	new	mappings.609	For	instance,	in	Psalm	23	there	is	
an	 extension	 of	 a	 conventional	 metaphor	 LIFE	 IS	 A	 JOURNEY.	 This	 metaphor	 is	
extended	in	several	ways	by	adding	new	elements	to	enrich	our	understanding	of	
walking	 through	 life.	While	 reading	 this	 Psalm	 readers	 discover	 that	 there	 is	 a	
guide	 in	 this	 journey.	 Novelty	 in	 conceptualizing	 this	 journey	 is	 also	 based	 on	




12	 where	 the	 apostle	 Paul	 talks	 about	 the	 church	 as	 the	 body	 of	 Christ.	 This	
novel	 metaphorical	 expression	 is	 based	 on	 a	 conventional	 metaphor	
ORGANIZATIONS	 ARE	 LIVING	 ORGANISMS.	 Typical	 understanding	 of	 this	 metaphor	


















	 Interestingly,	 preachers	 can	 use	 a	 similar	 approach	 while	 preaching	





growing	up	 I	 saw	many	 churches	 –	 the	 local	 bodies	of	 Christ	 that	were	
bruised	or	 even	 crippled	by	 conflicts,	 gossips,	 divisions,	 and	 ruptures	 in	






body.	Moreover,	 knowing	 that	 healthy	 bodies	 are	 active,	 we	 can	 add	 another	
element	of	a	church	not	being	able	to	do	anything	or	go	anywhere	because	it	is	
consumed	with	arguing	about	using	different	gifts	instead	of	using	them	in	unity.		
	 Philip	 Yancey	 offers	 another	 example	 of	 extending	 this	 particular	
metaphor	by	comparing	a	church	to	a	disabled	woman’s	body.	He	tells	a	story	of	
Carolyn	 Martin	 who	 was	 born	 with	 cerebral	 palsy.	 Yancey	 says	 that	 ‘it	 is	 the	
peculiar	 tragedy	 of	 her	 condition	 that	 its	 outward	 signs	 drooling,	 floppy	 arm	
movements,	inarticulate	speech,	a	bobbing	head	cause	people	who	meet	her	to	














On	 the	 day	 of	 the	 chapel	 service,	 Carolyn	 sat	 slumped	 in	 her	
wheelchair	on	the	left	side	of	the	platform.	At	times	her	arms	jerked	
uncontrollably,	her	head	lolled	to	one	side	so	that	it	almost	touched	
her	 shoulder,	 and	 a	 stream	 of	 saliva	 sometimes	 ran	 down	 her	
blouse.	Beside	her	 stood	 Josee,	who	 read	 the	mature	and	graceful	












and	also	 the	exaltation	 that	he	allows	us,	 the	members	of	his	body’.612	He	also	
points	 out	 that	 even	 though	 the	 Church	 has	 the	 perfect	 head	 that	 is	 Christ,	 it	



















can	be	expressed	as	 the	main	 idea	of	a	sermon.	 In	 this	process	of	defining	this	
idea	an	analysis	of	mappings	will	be	helpful	to	see	which	elements	of	the	source	
domain	 of	 the	 church	 as	 the	 body	 metaphor	 are	 highlighted	 and	 which	 are	
hidden.	 Understanding	 that	 metaphors	 function	 in	 the	 context	 of	 a	 wider	
discourse	 allows	 establishing	 limits	 in	 their	 interpretation	 and	 communication.	
Consequently,	preachers	will	not	be	able	to	talk	about	the	church	as	a	body	that	






audience	 since	 some	 extensions	 may	 be	 perceived	 as	 offensive	 or	 hurting	
























ways	 rather	 than	 by	 extending	 the	metaphor	 to	map	 additional	 slots’.615	They	











When	I	was	young,	 I	 thought	that	there	 is	a	 long	way	ahead	of	me	
and	it	 is	going	to	be	a	really	slow	walk	through	green	pastures	and	
dark	valleys	to	the	house	of	the	Lord.	I	believed	that	I	had	plenty	of	
time.	However,	now	when	 I	am	near	 the	end,	 I	 feel	 that	 it	has	not	
been	a	 long	walk,	but	 rather	a	 fast	 train	 ride.	 It	was	much	quicker	
than	 I	 expected.	 My	 memory	 is	 full	 of	 images	 –	 short	 glimpses	
through	the	window.	Yes,	I	saw	the	green	pastures	and	dark	valleys.	
There	were	some	stops	on	the	way,	but	I	have	an	impression	that	I	
did	 not	 stay	 long	 in	 any	 of	 these	 places.	 What	 I	 thought	 was	
















by	 the	 psalmist	 LIFE	 IS	 A	 JOURNEY	 and	 elaborates	 existing	mappings	 of	moving	 in	
time	and	space	by	adding	a	vehicle	used	 in	 this	 journey,	which	 in	 this	case	 is	a	




While	 preaching	 my	 mom’s	 funeral	 sermon,	 I	 quoted	 Psalm	 23.	
Considering	the	fact	that	for	my	mom	home	was	always	important,	but	she	was	
not	always	able	to	enjoy	a	real	home,	her	life	could	be	summarized	as	a	journey	
home.	The	Psalm	23	depicts	 this	 journey	as	walking	 through	green	pastures	by	




final	 destination.	However,	while	understanding	 that	 in	 the	Old	 Testament	 the	
temple	was	a	physical	sign	of	God’s	presence	and	knowing	that	when	we	die	we	
are	going	to	be	with	 the	Lord,	 I	elaborated	on	this	well	known	text	saying	that	






of	 the	house	of	 the	 Lord	by	 saying	 to	his	 disciples	 that	he	 leaves	 to	prepare	 a	
place	 for	 them	 since	 in	 his	 father’s	 house	 there	 are	many	 rooms	 (John	 14:2).	
Thus,	Jesus	himself	makes	this	image	more	precise	by	enriching	it	with	the	idea	




employs	 elaboration,	 for	 instance,	 when	 he	 talks	 about	 being	 a	 true	 vine,	 his	
father	 being	 the	 vinedresser,	 and	 his	 followers	 the	 branches.	 Jesus	 elaborates	
here	 on	 the	Old	 Testament	 image	 of	 the	 vine	 as	 referring	 to	 Israel	 as	 seen	 in	
Isaiah	5:1-7	or	Jeremiah	2:21.	By	doing	so,	he	claims	that	he	is	the	true	Israel	and	
the	only	way	of	being	a	part	of	the	vine	is	abiding	in	him.	His	elaboration	includes	

















and	 their	 lives,	 and	 also	 to	 experience	 the	 force	 of	 biblical	 images,	 but	 not	 to	
replace	 biblical	 images	 with	 contemporary	 ones.	 This	 challenge	 is	 difficult	
partially	 because	 this	 task	 of	 elaborating	 metaphors	 is	 based	 on	 preachers’	












While	 reflecting	 on	 extending	 and	 elaborating	metaphors,	 I	 decided	 to	
create	 another	 strategy	 of	 reworking	 conventional	 metaphors,	 namely	
amplifying	 them.	 If	 extending	 was	 based	 on	 adding	 new	 mappings	 and	
elaborating	 on	 filling	 in	 existing	 mappings	 in	 new	 ways,	 amplifying	 aims	 at	
detailing	and	amplifying	existing	mappings.		
For	 instance,	 in	 Ephesians	 1:5	 Paul	 writes	 that	 God	 ‘predestined	 us	
to	adoption	 as	 sons	 through	 Jesus	 Christ	 to	 Himself,	according	 to	 the	 kind	
intention	 of	 His	 will’	 and	 pictures	 our	 relationship	 with	 God	 as	 his	 adopted	
children.	After	identifying	correspondences	between	adoption	and	entering	into	




nobody	 who	 would	 care	 for	 you	 and	 protect	 you.	 To	 put	 it	 in	 a	







family,	 and	 new	 future.	 You	 are	 not	 alone	 any	 more.	 You	 have	 a	
place	to	go	because	you	are	wanted.	You	are	loved.		
	












while	 utilizing	 this	 approach	 will	 find	 tension	 between	 the	 need	 of	 recreating	
realities	of	a	text	and	the	need	of	creating	images	connecting	with	their	listeners’	
experience.	 For	 instance,	 a	 process	 of	 adoption	 in	 the	 ancient	 times	 looked	
different	than	nowadays.	Thus,	while	amplifying	this	image	in	minds	of	listeners	
it	might	be	wise	to	keep	 it	general	enough	that	we	do	not	 force	contemporary	







Paralleling	 metaphor	 is	 another	 strategy	 introduced	 and	 developed	 by	
me.	 It	 is	 closely	 related	 to	 elaborating,	 however,	 it	 elaborates	 by	 means	 of	
employing	a	narrative	description	whose	main	 image	corresponds	to	the	 image	
created	by	a	metaphorical	expression.	Thus,	this	strategy	is	based	on	paralleling	

















to	 be	 very	 remote	 from	 our	 listeners’	 experience.	 For	 instance,	 Jesus	 defines	
being	 a	 disciple	 in	 terms	 of	 taking	 up	 one’s	 cross	 and	 following	 him.	 This	 idea	
might	 sound	 foreign	 and	 strange	 for	 our	 listeners	 until	 they	 realize	 that	
nowadays	in	many	parts	of	the	world	following	Christ	often	means	death.	Hence,	
some	 recent	 reports	 about	 persecutions	 might	 be	 helpful	 in	 understanding	
consequences	of	this	decision.618	However,	there	are	also	some	reports	from	the	






among	 the	 pastors	 were	 skyrocketing.	 So,	 when	 students	 were	
graduating	 from	 the	 seminary	 and	 were	 receiving	 their	 diplomas,	
their	professors	 told	 them,	 ‘This	 is	 your	death	 certificate’,	because	
they	knew	it	was	just	a	matter	of	time	and	their	students	would	be	




	 In	 this	 case	 paralleling	 employs	 not	 only	 a	 narrative,	 but	 also	 an	 image	
since	 taking	 up	 one’s	 cross	 is	 paralleled	 with	 an	 image	 of	 receiving	 a	 death	
certificate,	which	is	much	closer	to	our	contemporary	realm	of	experience.		
	 The	 biggest	 difficulty	with	 paralleling	 is	 the	 selection	 of	 the	 right	 story,	
which	 actually	 illustrates	 the	 same	 concepts	 as	 the	 particular	 biblical	 image.	
Preachers	often	choose	stories	that	generally	touch	upon	the	same	images	as	a	
biblical	metaphor,	however,	after	a	closer	examination	it	appears	that	the	story	

























	 In	 the	poem	Catullus	employs	 conventional	metaphors	 A	LIFETIME	 IS	A	DAY	




One	 of	 the	 key	 metaphors	 used	 by	 the	 prophet	 Jeremiah	 to	 depict	 a	
relationship	 between	 God	 and	 his	 people	 is	 an	 image	 of	 marriage.	 Through	
Jeremiah	God	 says	 to	 Judah,	 ‘I	 remember	 concerning	you	 the	devotion	of	 your	
youth,	the	 love	of	your	betrothals’	 (Jer.	2:2).	However,	due	to	 idolatry	of	God’s	









they	saw	what	happened	to	 Israel	going	 into	the	exile,	so	God	says,	 ‘And	 I	saw	
that	for	all	the	adulteries	of	faithless	Israel,	I	had	sent	her	away	and	given	her	a	
writ	of	divorce,	yet	her	treacherous	sister	Judah	did	not	fear;	but	she	went	and	
was	 a	 harlot	 also’	 (Jer.	 3:8).	 Judeans	 believed	 that	 they	 were	 in	 a	 special	
relationship	with	God	as	close	as	marriage,	Jeremiah	had	to	confront	them	and	
question	their	metaphors	replacing	them	with	different	ones.		
In	 preaching,	 preachers	 can	 follow	 a	 similar	 strategy	 and	 question	
appropriateness	 of	 metaphors	 as	 applied	 to	 given	 people	 or	 situations	 or	
showing	their	limits.		
	
We	 believe	 that	 the	 church	 is	 a	 family,	 but	 many	 people	 have	







	 By	 questioning	 this	 specific	 metaphor	 preachers	 indicate	 that	 even	
though	the	church	is	the	family	of	God,	as	Christians	we	often	do	not	live	out	this	
calling	 and	 as	 a	 result	 the	 people	 who	 observe	 us	 from	 the	 outside	 have	 a	
completely	 different	 view	 of	 the	 church.	 In	 this	 case	 questioning	 is	 very	
confrontational	 since	 it	 is	aimed	at	people	who	claim	a	certain	kind	of	 identity	
and	 use	 specific	metaphors	 to	 describe	 themselves,	 but	 have	 not	 noticed	 that	
these	metaphors	are	not	accurate	any	more.	
	 Questioning	 can	also	be	more	pastoral	 in	nature	 in	 terms	of	expressing	
listeners’	 doubts	 and	 questions	 regarding	 God	 and	 as	 such	 it	 is	 an	 effective	
strategy	 of	 establishing	 a	 common	 ground	 with	 them.	 Many	 people	 have	











he	 seems	 to	 be	 silent	 and	 there	 are	 no	 green	 pastures	 and	 still	
waters	in	sight.		
	
	 By	questioning	 this	biblical	metaphor	preachers	have	a	 chance	 to	move	
toward	 developing	 a	 more	 balanced	 biblical	 theology	 of	 suffering	 and	 God’s	
involvement	in	the	world.	The	purpose	of	questioning	is	not	negation	of	biblical	
metaphors,	 but	 rather	 showing	 that	 we	 all	 have	 problems	 with	 experiencing	
reality	 they	 describe.	 Jeffrey	 Arthurs	 provides	 another	 example	 of	 questioning	
biblical	metaphors	by	quoting	the	commonly	known	proverb	‘You	reap	what	you	
sow’	 that	 is	 reflected,	 for	 instance,	 in	 Prov.	 22:8	 or	 in	Gal.	 6:7.	 Knowing	 these	











No,	 the	 Lord	 is	 not	my	 shepherd.	 Neither	 am	 I	 a	 sheep.	 I	 am	 a	 man	
something	over	six	feet	when	I	stand	up	in	socks	(what	sheep	ever	wore	










Next,	 Wangerin	 deepens	 the	 conflict	 by	 describing	 his	 encounter	 with	
sheep	that	in	so	many	respects	seemed	to	be	so	different	from	him,	but	in	one	
respect	they	were	just	like	him	–	they	needed	guidance.624		
Finally,	 questioning	 can	 take	 a	 form	 of	 confronting	 culturally	 ingrained	
metaphors	and	 images.	As	was	pointed	out	earlier	some	concepts,	such	as	 life,	
love,	 happiness,	 time,	 and	 others,	 are	 so	 complex	 that	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	
conceptualize	them	using	just	one	metaphor.	Consequently,	different	metaphors	
capture	different	 facets	of	a	given	concept,	but	they	also	express	various	often	
conflicting	worldviews	 as	 can	be	 seen	 in	 diverse	 attitudes	 people	 have	 toward	
money.	 In	 these	 cases	 preachers	 can	 question	 some	 culturally	 ingrained	
metaphors	people	accept	as	expressions	of	their	worldviews.		






talk	about	 it	 in	 such	a	manner,	 as	 if	we	believed	 it.	We	 talk	about	
having	 time,	spending	 time,	saving	 time,	giving	more	 time,	earning	
time,	wasting	time,	living	on	borrowed	time	or	running	out	of	time.	
We	use	this	kind	of	expressions	because	we	believe	that	our	time	is	
actually	precious	and	 it	 is	 important	how	we	use	 it.	We	know	that	
how	we	 spend	 our	 time	 sooner	 or	 later	 will	 result	 in	 the	way	we	
spend	our	whole	lives.		
	
It	 would	 be	 great	 if	 we	 counted	 our	 days,	 hours,	 and	 minutes	 as	
meticulously	as	we	count	our	money,	but	the	problem	is	that	some	







measure	 their	 time	and	 lives	with	coins	and	bills	because	 their	 life	
motto	is	time	is	money	and	life	is	about	accumulating	coins	and	bills.		
	







of	money,	 your	 life	 is	 deprived	of	 substance	and	death	 is	 the	 final	
failure	because	you	cannot	accumulate	any	more	and	have	 to	part	








	 However,	when	 preachers	 begin	 questioning	 biblical	 and	 contemporary	
metaphors,	they	need	to	able	to	find	the	right	and	satisfactory	answers.	It	is	easy	
to	 question	 a	 metaphor	 of	 God	 as	 the	 good	 shepherd	 by	 giving	 numerous	





	 In	 order	 to	 accomplish	 this	 task	 well	 preachers	 need	 to	 study	 the	 text	
carefully	 enough	 to	 identify	 the	 biblical	worldview	and	 the	 biblical	 perspective	
first.	Then,	they	can	move	to	recognizing	those	cultural	prototypes,	metaphors,	




preachers’	 thorough	understanding	of	 the	Bible	and	 its	perspective.	Only	 then,	
their	answers	might	have	convincing	and	transformational	effect.				 	
Thus,	 while	 trying	 to	 convey	 biblical	 metaphors	 by	 reworking	 them	 in	
some	new	creative	ways,	 it	 is	essential	 to	 remember	 that	all	 communication	 is	
based	on	exchanging	of	concepts	and	it	applies	to	single	metaphors	that	explain	
one	 concept	 in	 terms	 of	 another	 and	 to	whole	 units	 of	 text	 that	 convey	 their	
main	concept.	Even	though	defining	this	concept	is	only	a	human	attempt	to	put	
in	 our	 human	 words	 the	 message	 of	 the	 Bible,	 it	 is	 a	 helpful	 practice	 in	
communicating	 the	biblical	passages.	Recognizing	 the	main	concept	of	 the	 text	







expressions	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 takes	 advantage	 of	 several	 different	
conceptualizations	of	the	same	idea	at	the	same	time.	For	instance,	the	concept	
of	life	can	be	pictured	in	terms	of	a	day,	a	journey,	precious	possession,	a	play,	a	
game,	 and	 in	 a	 number	 of	 other	 ways.625	It	 is	 enough	 to	 look	 at	 the	 Book	 of	








In	one	of	my	 sermons	on	Psalm	23,	 I	 decided	 to	 focus	on	 the	 image	of	













there	 is	 an	 image	of	 a	meal	 at	 the	house	of	 the	 Lord	and	God	 is	 the	one	who	




In	 order	 to	 present	 these	 concepts	 to	 a	 contemporary	 audience,	 I	




	 To	 conclude	 this	 section	 on	 methodology	 of	 preaching	 of	 biblical	
metaphors,	 I	 want	 to	 stress	 that	 even	 though	 traditional	 homiletics	 has	 given	
some	advice	on	 this	 topics	 and	preachers	 have	often	 intuitively	 found	ways	of	
communicating	biblical	metaphors,	Cognitive	Linguistics	offers	a	comprehensive	
theoretical	 foundation	 and	 a	 whole	 set	 of	 coherent	 strategies	 for	 reworking	
conventional	 metaphors.	 These	 strategies	 when	 understood	 in	 the	 context	 of	















	 In	 the	 previous	 section,	 I	 offered	 the	 methodology	 of	 reworking	
conventional	metaphors	 that	 are	 behind	 biblical	metaphorical	 expressions	 and	






illustrate	 the	 biblical	 text	 has	 been	 addressed	 in	 numerous	 publications.	David	
Buttrick	 notices	 that	 traditional	 sermon	 illustrations	 have	 been	used	mostly	 as	
analogies	or	proofs	giving	support	to	the	preacher’s	statements.	However,	in	his	
opinion,	 this	 traditional	 approach	does	not	 do	 justice	 to	 the	 image	 capacity	 of	
bridging	time	and	helping	to	cross	the	gap	between	the	past	and	the	present,	the	
world	of	 the	Bible	and	 the	contemporary	one.628	He	emphasizes	 that	examples	
and	 illustrations	can	build	models	of	consciousness	 in	 listeners’	minds	and	says	
that	‘much	like	metaphor,	illustrations	can	bring	together	images	from	different	
realms	 of	 experience,	 and	 by	 their	 juxtaposition	 break	 out	 surprising	 new	
meanings’.629	By	 stressing	 this	he	 comes	 close	 to	 the	understanding	offered	by	
Cognitive	 Linguistics,	 which	 talks	 about	 explaining	 one	 concept	 by	 another	
concept	 or	 experience.	 Buttrick	 also	 enumerates	 criteria	 for	 choosing	 suitable	
illustrations	saying	that:	
	












the	 structure	 of	 content	 and	 the	 shape	 of	 an	 illustration;	 3)	 The	
illustration	should	be	‘appropriate	to	the	content”’.630	
	
It	means	 that	 the	 imagery	 that	 is	presented	 ‘has	much	the	same	moral,	
aesthetic,	 or	 social	 value	 as	 the	 idea	 being	 presented’.631	Buttrick	 insists	 that	
even	though	illustrations	may	not	entirely	reflect	the	structure	of	the	idea,	there	
should	 be	 ‘an	 obvious	 point	 of	 similarity’. 632 	Again,	 by	 stressing	 structural	




his	 approach	 he	 gives	 the	 following	 steps:	 clearly	 state	 the	 sermon	 idea,	






steps	 to	 create	 a	 picture,	which	 are	 selecting	 the	 subject	 since	 ‘every	 painting	
needs	 to	 have	 a	 ‘big	 idea’’,	 and	 composing	 the	 scene	 since	 a	 picture	 is	 a	
structured	vision.634	Then	he	translates	these	steps	into	a	preaching	method	that	


















in	 a	 three-step	approach	 that	 includes:	 ‘1)	analysis	 or	 the	defining	 subjects;	 2)	
analogy	 using	 figured	 correspondence;	 3)	 extension	 by	 employing	 contextual	
realities	to	expand	material	and	control	delivery	method’	[emphasis	original].636	
Sheard’s	method	 seems	 to	 be	 the	 closest	 to	 Buttrick’s,	 since	 he	 stresses	 both	
defining	subjects	and	finding	correspondences.	He	is	also	concerned	with	ways	of	
expanding	 images	 in	 a	 controlled	 way	 by	 seeing	 them	 in	 their	 context.	
Interestingly,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 can	 provide	 tools	 to	 conduct	 this	 task	 in	 a	
more	systematic	way	both	on	a	theoretical	and	practical	level.	
	 While	 analysing	 these	 approaches,	 it	 is	 also	 possible	 to	 identify	 some	
common	features	that	appear	in	all	of	them	such	as	defining	the	idea	that	needs	




form	 of	 defining	 of	 the	 textual	 idea	 as	 necessary	 for	 interpretation	 and	
communication	of	the	text.		
The	 issue	 of	 employing	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	 create	 metaphors	 to	
convey	meaning	 of	 the	 text	 has	 not	 been	 addressed	 by	 cognitive	 linguists	 nor	
homileticians	 so	 far,	 but	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 distinguish	 some	 key	 principles	 that	




Consequently,	 my	 strategy	 for	 creating	 new	 metaphors	 to	 convey	 the	
textual	 meaning	 includes	 the	 following:	 identifying	 the	 key	 concepts,	 creating	











	 	The	 first	 step	 in	 creating	 new	 metaphors	 to	 communicate	 the	 textual	
meaning	 is	 identifying	 the	 key	 textual	 concepts.	 If	 communication	 is	 based	 on	
conveying	 and	 exchanging	 concepts	 and	 the	 main	 idea	 behind	 the	 biblical	
revelation	 is	 that	 God	 wanted	 to	 communicate	 with	 humans,	 so	 a	 sermon	
preparation	 should	 include	 an	 attempt	 to	 recognize	 concepts	 or	 ideas	 in	 the	
biblical	 text.	 This	 process	 includes	 both	 identifying	 the	 biblical	 concept	 of	 the	
whole	 textual	 unit	 and	 subordinate	 concepts	 appearing	 in	 this	 unit	 including	
concepts	 behind	 individual	 metaphors	 and	 images.	 As	 was	 pointed	 out	 in	 an	
earlier	 section	 on	 reworking	 and	 communicating	 biblical	 metaphors,	
understanding	 the	 textual	 idea	 sets	 limits	 to	 ways	 preachers	 can	 rework	
conventional	 metaphors.	 It	 is	 necessary	 since	metaphors	 appear	 in	 a	 context,	
which	is	significant	for	their	interpretation.		
	 The	 notion	 of	 detecting	 textual	 ideas	 plays	 an	 even	 greater	 role	 in	
creating	 metaphors	 that	 express	 meaning	 of	 texts	 that	 might	 be	 non-
metaphorical.	 When	 preachers	 use	 metaphors	 or	 create	 new	 metaphors	 and	
images	 they	 have	 to	 be	 specific	 about	 what	 ideas	 they	 actually	 illustrate	 and	




an	 attempt	 to	 reduce	 all	 metaphors	 to	 concepts	 while	 ignoring	 emotive	




convey	 concepts	 related	 to	 emotions,	 but	 they	 are	 born	 out	 of	 emotions	 and	
evoke	 emotions.	 As	 was	 pointed	 out	 earlier	 conceptual	 metaphors	 frequently	






being	 able	 to	 contain	 our	 feelings,	 about	 exploding,	 and	 steam	 coming	 out	 of	
somebody’s	 ears.	 We	 understand	 these	 expressions	 because	 we	 have	
experienced	 these	 emotions	 and	 these	 statements	 not	 only	 describe	 our	
emotions,	but	as	we	hear	them	they	evoke	emotions.		
	 Researchers	 have	 shown	 that	 comprehension	 of	 a	 particular	 phrase	
describing	 an	 action	 activates	 the	 parts	 of	 our	 brains	 that	 are	 responsible	 for	
performing	this	action.	For	instance,	when	people	hear	a	sentence	about	picking	
up	a	pen,	functional	magnetic	resonance	imaging	studies	show	that	not	only	the	
parts	 of	 the	 brain	 responsible	 for	 linguistic	 understanding	 of	 this	 phrase	 are	
activated,	but	 additionally	 those	 responsible	 for	motor	processes	of	picking	up	
the	 pen.637	Thus,	 images	 and	metaphors	 people	 hear	 are	 highly	 evocative	 and	
affect	their	emotions	and	even	their	bodies.		
	 Furthermore,	 when	 preachers	 look	 at	 metaphors	 from	 even	 a	 wider	
perspective	of	God’s	revelation,	they	discover	that	since	God	created	people	 in	
their	 wholeness	 in	 his	 image	 and	 his	 salvation	 addresses	 the	whole	 of	 human	
being,	 therefore	 preaching	 should	 also	 be	 holistic	 and	 take	 into	 consideration	
human	 emotions	 as	 well.	 Thus,	 I	 would	 argue	 that	 utilizing	 images	 and	
conceptual	 metaphors	 in	 preaching	 does	 not	 only	 serve	 the	 purpose	 of	
expressing	 concepts,	 but	 also	 evoking	 emotions	 of	 the	 text	 and	 addressing	
emotions	of	the	listeners.			
	 For	 instance,	when	preaching	a	sermon	on	Jesus’	genealogy	as	 found	 in	
Matt.1:1-17,	preachers	should	notice	that	in	the	context	of	the	whole	Gospel	of	
Matthew	which	presents	Jesus	as	the	true	king	of	Israel,	this	passage	shows	that	
he	 is	 the	 legitimate	descendant	of	Abraham	and	David.	 It	 contains	 a	 list	 of	 his	
ancestors	to	show	his	royal	rights.	In	this	passage	apart	from	male	ancestors	we	












as	 Jesus	 being	 the	 descendant	 of	 Abraham	 and	 David,	 his	 royal	 rights,	 his	
ancestors	and	their	complicated	life	stories.	In	a	sermon	preachers	may	resort	to	
traditional	explanation	of	concepts	or	may	use	images	that	also	evoke	emotions.	
One	 of	 these	 images	 that	 can	 be	 employed	 is	 an	 image	 of	 a	 strange	 family	 of	
Jesus,	which	in	some	respects	is	just	like	our	families.	In	our	families	there	might	
be	great	ancestors	that	we	are	proud	of,	but	there	are	also	strange	uncles	who	
did	not	do	well	 in	 their	 lives.	To	make	a	 sermon	more	evocative,	 concrete	and	
emotionally	closer	to	the	listeners’	experience,	it	might	be	prudent	to	take	in	to	











form	that	 is	a	 list	of	names,	and	evokes	emotions	as	 the	 listeners	 imagine	and	
experience	 the	 feelings	of	walking	across	 the	 cemetery	and	 listening	 to	 stories	
about	 those	 who	 passed	 away.	 For	 instance,	 Fred	 Craddock	 used	 to	 warn	 his	
students,	 ‘When	you’re	preaching	from	the	biblical	text,	avoid	the	 lists.	They’re	
deadly’,	 yet	 in	his	 sermon	based	on	Romans	16	 ‘When	 the	Roll	 is	Called	Down	
Here’,	he	gives	another	example	of	using	images	to	preach	a	greetings	section	at	
the	 end	of	 his	 letter.639	This	 approach	 to	preaching	 creates	 concrete	 images	 in	









Another	 example	 comes	 from	 my	 sermon	 titled	 ‘On	 the	 Margin	 of	
Relationships’	 (‘Na	 Marginesie	 Relacji’)	 that	 is	 based	 on	 the	 Epistle	 to	
Philemon.640	The	whole	epistle	focuses	on	the	idea	of	the	need	for	Philemon	to	
accept	back	his	 runaway	 slave	Onesimus	who	not	only	was	a	 fugitive,	but	also	
might	have	caused	some	loss	to	Philemon’s	family.	Thus,	while	applying	this	text	
to	 our	 contemporary	 listeners	 the	 preachers	 can	 address	 the	 problem	 of	
accepting	and	 forgiving	 those	who	wronged	us	even	 though	 it	might	be	costly.	
This	idea	will	control	the	selection	and	use	of	metaphors	and	images.	
	 Thus,	 the	main	 image	 I	use	 for	 this	 sermon	 is	an	 image	of	being	on	 the	
margin	 of	 relationships.	 If	 conceptual	metaphor	 is	 based	 on	 idea	 of	 explaining	
one	 concept	 in	 terms	 of	 another,	 I	 explain	 the	 concepts	 of	 accepting	 the	
wrongdoer	 back	 by	 an	 image	 of	moving	 from	 the	margin	 to	 the	 centre	 of	 our	
relational	maps.	While	preaching	this	sermon	I	usually	have	a	big	white	sheet	of	
paper	 prepared	 and	explain	 that	when	we	 come	 to	 this	world	we	 are	 like	 this	
clean	 white	 sheet	 of	 paper.	 We	 do	 not	 bring	 any	 relationships	 with	 us,	 but	
discover	the	key	people	in	our	lives.		
While	explaining	it,	I	write	on	the	paper	-	first,	our	parents,	some	of	our	


















though	 he	 was	 a	 part	 of	 his	 household,	 he	 decided	 to	 run	 away	 and	 found	
himself	on	the	margin.		
	 Onesimus	 also	 had	 his	map	 of	 relationships	 and	 after	 he	 ran	 away,	 he	
thought	that	the	name	of	Philemon	would	disappear	forever	somewhere	on	the	
margin.	However,	as	he	was	trying	to	enjoy	his	freedom,	there	were	new	names	
that	 appeared	on	his	map	–	 first	 it	was	 the	name	of	Paul	 and	because	of	Paul	
another	 name	 appeared	 there	 –	 the	 name	 of	 Jesus	 Christ.	 This	 last	 name	
changed	everything	in	his	life.		
Now,	 Paul	 writes	 to	 Philemon	 urging	 him	 to	 rewrite	 his	 map	 of	




because	 Paul	 knows	 that	 accepting	 somebody	 wronged	 us	 is	 usually	 costly	
(Philemon	15-19).	
It	 is	 interesting	 that	Paul	 in	his	 letter	several	 times	makes	references	 to	
Christ	as	the	ultimate	reason	for	Philemon	showing	mercy	to	Onesimus.	God	also	




This	 sermon	because	of	 its	 visual	 aspect	allows	 the	 listeners	 to	 imagine	
people	who	happen	to	be	on	the	margins	of	their	lives	and	also	shows	that	the	
movement	 in	 the	opposite	 direction,	 however	 costly,	 is	 possible.	 It	 utilizes	 the	
strategy	 of	 creating	 images	 that	 convey	 the	 main	 idea	 of	 the	 text,	 namely	
accepting	 back	 those	 who	 wronged	 us	 despite	 the	 cost.	 Helping	 people	 to	
imagine	their	own	maps	of	relationships	and	all	the	movements	that	have	taken	













should	be	 labelled	as	subordinate	 ideas.	When	the	preachers	manage	to	 find	a	
metaphor	 that	 conveys	 the	 idea	 of	 the	 whole	 text,	 it	 becomes	 the	 dominant	
image	or	unifying	 image	of	a	 sermon.	Both	examples	given	above	 show	how	a	
single	 image	 can	 create	 coherence	 for	 the	 whole	 sermon,	 which	 is	 not	 only	
logical,	but	also	conceptual,	and	emotional	coherence.	
In	 case	 of	 the	 sermon	 based	 on	 the	 Epistle	 to	 Philemon	 there	 is	 one	





In	 the	beginning	 the	 image	of	a	map	and	margins	helps	 the	 listeners	 to	
recognize	 the	main	 problem	 that	 is	 presented	 in	 the	 sermon.	Next,	 describing	
Philemon’s	and	Onesimus’	maps	is	a	starting	point	for	an	exposition	of	the	text	
and	 telling	 their	 stories.	 Then,	 a	 reference	 to	 God	 who	 also	 has	 his	 map	 of	
relationships	 enables	 the	 listeners	 to	 see	 their	 relationships	 and	 choices	 they	


























closer	 to	 the	middle.	 Therefore,	 this	 image	 of	 a	 sheet	 of	 paper	with	 a	map	 of	
relationships	 and	 people	 on	 the	margins	 becomes	 the	 dominant	 image	 of	 the	
sermon	and	creates	its	conceptual	and	emotional	coherence.		
	 Another	 way	 of	 ensuring	 the	 sermon’s	 coherence	 by	 finding	 uniting	
metaphors	 and	 images	 is	 analysing	 image	 schema	 appearing	 in	 the	 text.	 In	
chapter	three	I	defined	 image	schemas	as	the	basic	experiential	structures	that	
enable	 us	 to	 conceptualize	 ideas	 in	 terms	 of	 PATHS,	 LINKS,	 CONTAINERS,	 or	 basic	
orientations	 such	 as	 UP-DOWN,	 BACK-FORTH,	 BIG-SMALL,	 PERIPHERY-CENTER,	 CLOSE-FAR,	
PART-WHOLE,	 and	 others.	 In	 the	 Pauline	 Epistle	 to	 Philemon	we	 can	 identify	 the	
image	 schema	of	 CLOSE-FAR	 and	 it	 can	 become	 the	 dominant	metaphor	 for	 the	
whole	sermon.	
In	Phil.	2:1-11	Paul	encourages	believers	to	have	the	same	attitude	as	was	





can	 identify	 image	 schema	UP-DOWN.	 This	 basic	 image	 schema	 can	become	 the	
dominant	 image	 for	 the	whole	 sermon	 since	 if	 you	 follow	Christ	 the	way	up	 is	
always	 the	 way	 down.	 Many	 people	 are	 preoccupied	 with	 going	 up	 in	 their	
career,	 their	 social	 life,	 their	 income,	 their	 influence,	but	Christ	 shows	 the	way	
leading	 the	 opposite	 direction	 and	 he	 becomes	 a	 servant.	 However,	 this	 way	
down	actually	leads	up	since	God	is	the	one	who	acknowledges	those	who	serve.		
Michael	 Quicke’s	 sermon	 based	 on	 Philippians	 2:5-11	 and	 titled	 ‘Going	
up?	Going	down?’	is	a	good	example	of	employing	up	and	down	orientations	to	










basic	 textual	orientations.	Consequently,	 as	will	 be	 shown	 in	more	detail	 later,	
image	 schemas	 because	 of	 their	 general	 and	 schematic	 nature	 are	 effective	







of	 the	 text,	 preachers	 need	 to	 ensure	 that	 a	 particular	metaphor	 conveys	 the	
textual	 idea	well,	 but	 also	 has	 some	 legitimate	 points	 of	 correspondence	with	
this	 idea	 and	 the	 text	 itself.	 As	 it	 was	 said	 before,	 conceptual	 metaphors	 are	
based	on	mappings	or	correspondences	in	structure	between	the	source	domain	
and	 the	 target	domain,	which	means	 that	as	humans	we	 tend	 to	understand	a	
structure	 of	 complex	 abstract	 concepts	 by	 perceiving	 them	 in	 terms	 of	 a	
structure	 of	 other	 concepts,	 often	 very	 experiential	 one	 as	 fighting,	 flying,	 or	
counting.		
	 Thus,	 in	case	of	 the	sermon	based	on	the	Epistle	to	Philemon	there	 is	a	
very	 abstract	 concept	 of	 accepting	 somebody	 back	 and	 restoring	 relationship,	





While	 studying	 this	 text,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 notice	 several	 contrasts	 that	









a	 slave,	 now	 is	 a	 brother	 in	 Christ.	 All	 these	 statements	 describe	 a	 positive	
change	in	relationships.	 	
One	of	 the	most	common	ways	of	describing	 relationships	 is	by	using	a	
concept	of	closeness	–	the	more	intimate	the	relationship	the	shorter	distance.	
Thus,	when	Paul	talks	about	positive	changes	on	Onesimus	and	positive	results	of	
restoring	 this	 relationship,	 he	 actually	 talks	 about	 shortening	 the	 distance	
between	Philemon	and	Onesimus.	Essentially,	he	 tells	Philemon	 that	Onesimus	
was	 separated	 from	 him,	 but	 now	 he	 can	 get	 him	 back.	 Consequently,	 it	 is	
justifiable	to	convey	this	text	using	an	image	of	moving	names	from	the	margin	








People	in	the	center	 	 	 è	 People	who	are	important	in	our	lives	
Physical	closeness	 	 	 è	 Relational	closeness		
People	away	from	the	center		 è	 People	who	are	not	as	close	














However,	 while	 analysing	 correspondences,	 as	 was	 said	 earlier,	 the	
preachers	should	make	sure	that	they	are	legitimate	and	not	forced	on	the	text.	
It	 can	 be	 done	when	preachers	 are	 clear	 about	 concepts	 they	want	 to	 convey	
through	images.	These	concepts	should	come	from	the	text	itself	as	for	instance	
the	 idea	 of	 distance	 and	 closeness	 in	 relationships.	 While	 defining	
correspondences	 between	 textual	 concepts	 and	 created	 metaphors,	 it	 is	
important	 to	 reflect	 textual	 characteristics	 of	 the	 given	 concept	 as	 closely	 as	
possible	by	noticing,	for	example,	what	the	text	actually	says	about	distance	and	












be	 said	 about	 the	 idea	 of	 ancestry,	 genealogies,	 and	 cemeteries,	 graves,	 their	
shapes,	burial	 rituals,	ways	of	 remembering	the	dead,	but	all	 these	 ideas,	even	
though	they	belong	to	the	source	domain	of	walking	around	a	cemetery	are	not	
highlighted	by	the	text	and	should	not	be	included	in	the	sermon.	
	 To	 sum	 up,	 since	 in	 understanding	 concepts	 we	 use	 structure	 of	 one	
concept	 to	 explain	 another,	 we	 should	 pay	 close	 attention	 to	 structural	












in	 the	 image	 form.	 Lakoff	 and	 Turner	 define	 personification	 as	 ‘metaphors	
through	which	we	 understand	 other	 things	 as	 people’.644	Kövecses	 claims	 that	
personification	 ‘permits	 us	 to	 use	 knowledge	 about	 ourselves	 to	 comprehend	
other	 aspects	 of	 the	 world,	 such	 as	 time,	 death,	 natural	 forces,	 inanimate	
objects,	 etc.’.645	In	 his	 discussion	 on	 personification	 he	 agrees	 with	 Lakoff	 and	
Turner	that	in	many	cases	personification	is	based	on	the	generic-level	metaphor	
EVENTS	 ARE	 ACTIONS	 since	 as	 humans	 we	 often	 conceptualize	 external	 events	 as	
actions	performed	by	the	world	or	some	kind	of	an	agent	and	these	actions	are	






human	 terms.	 Hence,	 personification	 serves	 the	 purpose	 of	 shortening	 the	
distance	 between	 far	 removed	 concepts	 and	 makes	 difficult	 ideas	 more	
comprehensible.	In	my	opinion,	the	effectiveness	of	personification	is	in	the	fact	
that	 it	 takes	 advantage	 of	 our	 embodiment.	 For	 us	 as	 humans,	 it	 is	 easier	 to	
interact	 and	 comprehend	 the	physical,	 tactile,	 and	 tangible	 instead	of	 abstract	
and	 elusive.	 For	 this	 reason	 ideas	 and	 concepts	 can	 be	more	 accessible	 for	 us	
when	they	are	embodied	and	conceptualized	as	persons.	It	might	be	the	reason	
why	 the	 Bible	 often	 employs	 personification	 while	 talking	 about	 God	 who	 is	













important	 encounters	 that	 in	 most	 cases	 are	 unavoidable	 in	 our	 lives:	 the	
encounter	with	aging,	death,	and	God.	In	the	introduction,	in	order	to	show	that	
some	 meetings	 are	 beyond	 our	 control	 and	 cannot	 be	 planned,	 I	 used	
personification.	
	
An	 elderly	 couple	 sits	 at	 the	 table	 and	 just	 finishes	 their	 supper.	
They	 have	 lived	 together	 for	 fifty	 years,	 brought	 up	 their	 kids,	
laughed	 and	 argued,	 but	 now	old	 and	weak	 they	 just	 live	 through	
the	last	years	of	their	lives.	Tonight	they	are	alone,	because	they	did	
not	 invite	 anybody	 and	 were	 not	 expecting	 any	 guests.	 However,	
they	do	not	have	an	idea	that	even	though	they	thought	they	were	
alone,	they	have	one	unexpected	visitor	at	their	house	–	somebody	
they	 did	 not	 invite	 and	 did	 not	 wait	 for.	 It	 was	 death.	 She	 just	
sneaked	 in	 unnoticed	 and	 sat	 quietly	 somewhere	 in	 the	 corner	





concept,	 but	 it	 is	 embodied	 and	 it	 becomes	 a	 person	whom	 they	will	 have	 to	
meet	 one	 day.	 The	 abstract	 idea	 of	 dying	 some	 time	 in	 the	 future	 becomes	 a	
tangible	meeting	that	they	actually	have	in	their	calendars,	even	though	in	most	
cases,	they	did	not	put	it	there.		
	 Another	 example	 of	 personification	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 preaching	 a	 text	 on	













faces	 at	 the	 Lord’s	 Table	 you	 would	 recognize	 that	 among	 the	
members	 of	 the	 church	 there	 were	 sitting	 some	 unwelcomed	
guests:	 Greed,	 Selfishness,	 Indifference,	 Quarrelling,	 Gossip,	 and	
Self-interest.	 However,	 if	 you	 looked	 closer	 you	would	 notice	 that	
some	 faces	were	missing.	 Love	was	 not	 there.	Neither	was	 peace.	
Neither	was	unity.	Neither	was	compassion.	Neither	was	sharing	nor	
mercy	 nor	 grace.	 They	 were	 all	 gone	 from	 that	 church,	 because	
there	was	no	place	for	them	at	the	Lord’s	Table.		
	 	
	 Personification	 gives	 the	 preacher	 an	 opportunity	 to	 awaken	 the	
listeners’	 imagination	and	their	emotions.	 John	Bunyan’s	Pilgrim’s	Progress	 is	a	
great	classic	example	of	employing	personification	in	order	to	convey	theological	
concepts.	 In	 Bunyan’s	 tale	 such	 remote	 notions	 as	 piety,	 hypocrisy,	 mercy,	
prudence,	discretion,	and	others	become	more	tangible	and	accessible	through	
embodying	 of	 ideas.	 Thus,	 creative	 utilization	 of	 personification	 in	 Christian	
teaching	has	its	long	pedigree.	Nevertheless,	the	word	of	caution	is	in	order	since	














very	 remote	 from	 the	 listeners’	 experience.	 Moreover,	 it	 might	 be	 helpful	 in	
creating	 narrative	 tension	 or	 developing	 the	 conflict.	 For	 instance,	 when	




small	 textual	unit	 is	 that	people	and	animals	are	mortal.	Solomon	finds	several	
correspondences	while	comparing	the	death	of	a	human	being	and	an	animal	–	
they	 die,	 their	 life	 ends,	 and	 they	 turn	 into	 dust.	 Thus,	 while	 taking	 into	








some	 choices	 to	 make,	 but	 now	 he	 forgot	 about	 his	 worries	 and	
began	thinking	about	his	father.	
	














heavily.	 His	 eyes	 were	 half-closed,	 hazy,	 kind	 of	 absent.	 Solomon	
took	 David’s	 half	 cold	 hand	 and	 felt	 a	 gentle	 squeeze.	 He	 was	
watching	 his	 father	 breathing	 heavily	 when	 suddenly	 he	 just	
stopped	–	stopped	forever.	The	king	was	dead.		
	
As	 he	 was	 standing	 by	 the	 Tomb	 of	 David	 and	 thinking	 about	 his	
father’s	 death,	 he	 recalled	 his	 first	 encounter	 with	 death.	 You	
cannot	 forget	 things	 like	 that,	especially	when	you	are	 just	a	 small	
kid.	He	remembered	a	little	puppy	that	was	wandering	not	far	from	
his	 palace.	 Jewish	 boys	 did	 not	 play	 with	 dogs	 since	 they	 were	
considered	 to	 be	 unclean	 and	 dangerous.	 But	 this	 one	 caught	 his	
attention	 because	 it	 was	 small,	 funny,	 and	 playful.	 Solomon	
sometimes	 brought	 him	 something	 to	 eat	 and	 the	 dog	 was	 not	




Suddenly	 in	 this	hot	and	 sunny	day,	 as	he	was	 standing	before	his	
father’s	tomb,	these	two	distant	images	merged.	The	great	king	died	
and	the	dog	died.	The	king	stopped	breathing	and	the	dog	stopped	




	 Instead	 of	 only	 explaining	 the	 text	 pointing	 out	 similarities	 between	
human	 death	 and	 the	 death	 of	 an	 animal,	 I	 decided	 to	 paint	 a	 picture	 that	
presents	 those	 similarities	 and	 allow	 the	 listeners	 to	 feel	 the	 tension.	 A	
comparison	between	the	death	of	 the	king	and	a	dog	 in	many	respects	sounds	














	 Cognitive	Linguistics	 is	not	only	helpful	 in	reworking	and	communicating	
biblical	metaphors	and	images,	and	creating	new	ones	to	express	the	meaning	of	
the	 text,	 but	 also	 it	 is	 useful	 in	 developing	 the	 sermon	 structure.	 In	 chapter	
three,	I	explained	Kövecses’	idea	of	levels	of	schematicity	in	metaphors.	Kövecses	
while	 arguing	 for	 a	multilevel	 view	of	 conceptual	metaphor	 theory	 claims	 that	
image	 schemas,	 domains,	 frames,	 and	 blendings	 form	 four	 different	 levels	 of	
metaphor	 beginning	 from	 the	 most	 schematic	 to	 the	 most	 specific.	 While	




can	 be	 utilized	 in	 preaching	 in	 a	 variety	 of	 ways.	 I	 propose	 employing	 it	 on	 a	
macro	 level	as	a	model	 for	a	sermon	structure	that	shows	the	movement	from	
the	most	general	to	the	most	specific	and	on	micro	level	at	various	stages	of	the	






engaging,	 and	 connecting.	 On	 the	macro	 level	 these	 four	 stages	 describe	 four	
stages	 of	 the	 sermon	 development.	 On	 the	 micro	 level	 they	 can	 be	 applied	
individually	 in	 different	 parts	 of	 the	 sermon	 to	 develop	 a	 single	 image.	 In	 the	
example	given	below	I	present	an	interplay	between	macro	and	micro	levels	and	






at	 creating	 the	 general	 and	 schematic	 conceptual	 foundation	 for	 the	 whole	
sermon	that	may	result	in	identifying	the	unifying	image	as	described	earlier.	At	
this	 stage	preachers	 focus	 the	 listeners’	 attention	on	 the	 subject	by	using	very	
general	 images	 based	 on	 image	 schemas.	 Considering	 the	 schematic	 nature	 of	
image	 schemas,	 they	 allow	 the	 listeners	 to	 grasp	 very	 general	 concepts	 that	
might	 convey	 the	 main	 themes	 of	 sermons	 or	 series	 such	 as	 ‘Big	 or	 Small’,	
‘Upside	Down’,	 ‘Way	Up’,	 ‘Next	Step’,	or	 ‘Come	Back’.	Even	 if	 these	 themes	or	
dominant	 images	 are	 used	 in	 titles,	 they	 can	 still	 play	 a	 role	 of	 conceptually	
uniting	 elements	 like	 for	 instance	 the	 idea	 of	 being	 empty	 and	 being	 filled,	
moving,	growing,	or	employing	various	contrasts	and	comparisons.		
	 In	the	Fall	2017	in	our	church	we	had	a	sermon	series	based	on	the	Book	
of	 Joshua	 and	 the	 series	 was	 titled	 Forward	 since	 the	 book’s	 main	 theme	 is	
entering	 the	 Promised	 Land.	 Thus,	 employing	 this	 general	 image	 schema	
provided	 a	 conceptual	 framework	 and	 served	 as	 unifying	 image	 for	 the	whole	





	 The	 next	 stage	 in	 a	 sermon	 development	 is	 showing	 and	 it	 aims	 at	
particularizing	general	image	schemas	and	making	them	more	precise	by	utilizing	
domains	and	metaphors.	At	this	stage	the	preachers	want	the	listeners	to	see	a	
more	 detailed	 image.	 While	 preaching	 a	 sermon	 titled	 ‘Remembering	 about	
What	is	Important’	on	Joshua	3-5	about	Israelites	crossing	the	Jordan	River,	I	had	
to	make	 this	 simple	 image	schema	of	moving	along	 the	path	more	precise	and	
developed	 into	 the	domain	of	a	 journey	using	a	metaphor	 LIFE	IS	A	JOURNEY.649	In	
Joshua	chapters	3-5	 it	appears	that	the	 idea	of	remembrance	 is	one	of	 the	key	







and	 the	 Israelites	 were	 to	 remember	 about	 the	 way	 God	 led	 them	 and	 his	






Hence,	 when	 combining	 the	 idea	 of	 a	 journey	 and	 remembrance,	 my	
















the	 listeners	 and	 help	 them	 to	 understand	 the	 text.	 Thus,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	
move	 from	 image	 schemas	 and	 domains	 to	 the	 next	 level,	 namely	 to	 frames	
beginning	with	the	frame	of	the	listeners.	If	ideas	presented	in	the	sermons	are	
to	 be	 compelling	 for	 listeners,	 preachers	 should	 engage	 them	 and	 their	
experience.		






because	 she	 had	 Alzheimer’s	 disease.	 She	 did	 not	 remember	 him	 any	 more.	
Hence,	 when	 we	 forget	 about	 the	 past,	 we	may	 find	 it	 difficult	 to	 live	 in	 the	





namely	 engaging	 the	 listeners	with	 the	 textual	 reality.	 It	 can	 be	 accomplished	
through	depicting	the	historical	and	cultural	context	and	textual	analysis.	While	
performing	 this	 task	 preachers	 may	 also	 utilize	 the	 idea	 of	 schematicity	 in	
preaching	on	a	micro	level	using	image	schemas,	domains,	frames,	and	blendings	
as	means	 of	 conveying	 the	meaning	 of	 smaller	 textual	 units.	 In	 the	 same	way	
preachers	develop	 imagery	of	 the	whole	sermon	by	moving	along	 the	 levels	of	
schematicity	beginning	from	schematic	to	specific,	they	also	can	develop	a	single	
textual	or	sermonic	image.		




Israelites	 walking	 after,	 crossing	 through	 the	 obstacle,	 and	 entering	 the	 new	
land.	In	other	cases	they	want	to	employ	domains	and	metaphors	since	there	are	
more	specific	 images	 in	the	text	such	as	the	Ark	as	the	sign	of	God’s	presence,	
the	memorial	 stones,	 the	 circumcision,	 and	 the	 Passover	meal.	 Preachers	may	




is	 a	 stage	of	 connecting	when	preachers	 using	 images	blend	 the	worlds	 of	 the	
text	and	the	listeners	showing	how	to	apply	biblical	ideas	in	everyday	situations.	






While	 explaining	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 memorial	 stones,	 I	 wanted	 the	
sermon	 to	 become	more	 personal,	 so	 I	 decided	 to	 employ	 paralleling	 and	 talk	
about	my	 own	 stones	 and	 stone	memorials	 like	 receiving	my	 first	 adult	 Bible,	
accepting	 Christ,	 serving	 as	 volunteer	 at	 Christian	 camps,	 graduating	 from	
Seminary,	and	during	years	of	ministry	meeting	friends	that	are	God’s	gift	for	me.	
By	utilizing	paralleling,	I	blended	the	textual	image	of	twelve	stones	with	my	own	
experience	 and	 hopefully	 helped	 the	 listeners	 to	 think	 about	 their	 own	 life	
experiences	 when	 they	 should	 place	 memorial	 stones.	 Here,	 from	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 perspective	 domains	 of	 memorial	 stones	 and	 remembrance	 and	
frames	of	the	listeners	and	the	text	find	their	expression	in	conceptual	blendings	
such	as	our	memorial	stones	or	commemorating	an	event	with	placing	a	stone.	
Another	 instance	 of	 blending	 the	 textual	 reality	 with	 the	 reality	 of	 the	
listeners	and	creating	new	conceptual	blendings	is	a	reference	in	the	text	to	the	
circumcision	 and	 the	Passover.	After	 Israelites	 crossed	 the	 Jordan,	 they	had	 to	
circumcise	 the	 new	 generation	 as	 the	 sign	 and	 the	 reminder	 of	 the	 covenant.	
Afterwards,	 they	celebrated	 the	Passover	as	 the	 reminder	of	God’s	 rescue.	For	
the	same	reason	as	Christians	we	can	never	 forget	about	our	 identity	as	God’s	
covenant	 people	 and	we	want	 to	 partake	 in	 the	 Communion	 as	 the	 reminder	
that	we	 are	 saved	 because	 of	 the	 death	 of	 Christ.	 Thus,	 eating	 the	 bread	 and	
drinking	wine	is	the	sign	of	remembering	about	who	we	are	and	what	Christ	did	
for	us.		
Accordingly,	 the	 idea	 of	 Kövecses’	 levels	 of	 metaphor	 is	 applicable	 to	
developing	 micro	 and	 macro	 sermon	 structure	 since	 it	 allows	 capturing	 the	
essential	 movement	 in	 the	 sermon	 from	 general	 to	 specific	 and	 it	 can	 be	
illustrated	by	the	following	table	that	shows	different	parts	of	the	sermon,	macro	








However,	 at	 this	 point	 a	 question	 arises	 regarding	 correlation	 between	
this	approach	and	more	traditional	notions	of	deductive	and	inductive	preaching.	
Since	 deductive	 preaching	 assumes	 a	 movement	 in	 a	 sermon	 from	 a	 general	
sermon	 idea	to	particular	exegetical	 insights	and	 instances	of	 life	application,	 it	





developed	 by	 Fred	 Craddock.	 His	 approach	 is	 based	 on	 the	 movement	 in	 the	
opposite	direction,	namely	 from	particular	questions,	problems,	 life	stories	and	
examples	to	the	general	conclusion	at	the	end.	By	following	this	movement	the	
preachers	 in	 their	 sermons	 retrace	 their	 own	 journey	 throughout	 the	 text	 to	











































































and	 its	main	 idea	 ‘It	 is	 important	 that	we	remember	about	God,	but	 it	 is	more	
important	that	he	remembers	about	us	–	so	don’t	forget	it’	came	at	the	very	end.		
I	 am	 convinced	 that	 the	 novelty	 of	 my	 approach	 is	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 it	
allows	 preachers	 to	 be	 more	 conscious	 in	 their	 movements	 on	 the	 levels	 of	
schematicity	in	sermons.	It	stresses	that	in	order	to	develop	a	sermon	structure	
on	a	macro	level	it	is	helpful	to	begin	with	schematic	ideas	that	give	the	listeners	





general	 and	 schematic	 to	 the	 particular	 and	 specific,	 my	 approach	might	 also	
appear	 as	 contradicting	 Craddock’s	 notion	 that	 in	 individual	 stories	 that	
preachers	use	as	sermon	illustrations,	they	should	pay	attention	to	the	particular	
over	the	general.	However,	I	have	argued	the	same	while	talking	about	focusing	
in	 our	 narrative	 descriptions	 on	 the	 subordinate	 level	 categories	 (a	 Volvo,	 a	







it	 does	 not	 exclude	usefulness	 of	 employing	 in	 sermons	 some	more	 schematic	
structures	 such	 as	 image	 schemas	 depicting	 basic	 orientations	 especially	when	
they	come	from	the	text	 itself	and	they	can	serve	the	purpose	of,	 for	 instance,	
unifying	 text	 images.	 Thus,	 applying	 the	 idea	 of	 levels	 of	 schematicity	 in	
preaching	 does	 not	 exclude	 employing	 at	 the	 same	 time	 existing	 traditional	







	 In	 this	 chapter	 I	 have	 shown	 how	 utilizing	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	
preaching	 can	 actually	 impact	 ways	 the	 preachers	 understand	 their	 listeners,	
preparing	the	sermon,	developing	its	imagery	and	structure.	Thus,	understanding	
the	 notion	 of	 prototypes	 as	 conceptual	 structures	 allows	 us	 to	 organize	 our	
knowledge	of	the	world	and	also,	as	foundational	elements	of	our	ethical	system,	
allows	us	 to	 apply	 them	 to	preaching	 as	 effective	means	of	 understanding	 the	
worldviews	 of	 our	 listeners.	 Besides,	 the	 notion	 of	 prototypes	 is	 effective	 in	
developing	 the	 new	 approach	 to	 application,	 namely	 a	 prototype-based	
application	 that	 helps	 shaping	biblical	 values	 of	 the	 listeners	 by	 changing	 their	
prototypes	 and	 introducing	 the	 new	 ones.	 Therefore,	 the	 ultimate	 goal	 of	




meaning	 and	 reworking	 them	 into	more	 creative	 ones.	 Furthermore,	 I	 showed	
how	to	convey	the	meaning	of	 the	text	by	creating	completely	new	metaphors	






of	 conveying	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	 text	 with	 metaphors	 and	 images	 that	 also	
employs	Cognitive	Linguistics.		
I	 concluded	 this	 chapter	 with	 an	 example	 of	 application	 of	 Kövecses’	
levels	of	schematicity	idea	to	developing	a	sermon	structure	on	macro	level	and	
sermon	 images	on	micro	 level.	Again,	 this	 strategy	 is	novel	 and	 it	helps	 to	use	
Kövecses’	 ides	 of	 a	 multilevel	 view	 of	 metaphor	 in	 preaching	 providing	 the	
preachers	 with	 a	 practical	 guide	 how	 to	 consciously	 develop	 images	 in	 the	
listeners’	minds	moving	from	the	most	schematic	structures	to	the	most	specific	


































In	my	 thesis	 I	 have	 shown	 that	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 provides	 a	 unique	
perspective	 on	 human	 conceptualization,	 language,	 and	 communication.	 As	 a	
result	 it	 can	 be	 effectively	 utilized	 in	 biblical	 interpretation	 and	 biblical	
preaching.	 However,	 in	 order	 to	 apply	 it	 to	 Christian	 preaching,	 the	 preachers	
need	to	be	aware	both	of	its	limitations	and	its	strengths.		
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 as	 a	 secular	 and	 pragmatic	 science	 excludes	 any	
possibility	of	looking	at	the	reality	from	the	all-knowing	mind’s	perspective	such	
as	God	 since	 this	 kind	of	perspective	 is	 not	 available	 for	human	beings.	 In	 this	
respect	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 confirms	what	 Christian	 theology	 has	 been	 saying	
that	people	are	not	able	to	get	to	know	God,	to	verify	his	existence,	or	even	to	
perceive	the	reality	from	his	perspective	on	the	basis	of	their	mental	faculties.	
However,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 is	 also	 limited	 because	 its	 scope	 of	
research	 is	narrowed	only	 to	human	 language,	minds,	 and	perspective.	 It	 does	
not	 take	 into	consideration	the	 idea	of	God’s	 revelation,	which	while	still	using	
human	 language	 and	 conceptual	 system	enabled	humans	 to	 get	 to	 know	God,	
enter	 into	 relationship	with	 him,	 and	 perceive	 their	 lives	 in	 the	 context	 of	 his	
redemptive	plan.	Therefore,	when	applied	to	biblical	interpretation	and	Christian	
preaching,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 as	 a	 secular	 and	 pragmatic	 science	 has	 to	 be	
utilized	 in	 the	 context	 of	 Christian	 theology	 and	 especially	 God’s	 revelation	 as	
seen	in	the	creation,	the	inspiration	of	Scripture,	and	the	Incarnation.		
While	 perceived	 in	 this	 theological	 context,	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 can	
make	 a	 great	 contribution	 to	 hermeneutics	 and	 homiletics	 because	 it	 helps	 to	
understand	 the	 mechanisms	 behind	 conceptualization	 of	 theological	 ideas.	
Cognitivists	argue	that	as	humans	we	do	not	have	any	special	mental	faculty	and	




cognitive	 system	 that	 we	 employ	 to	 conceptualize	 any	 other	 ideas.	 They	 also	
claim	 that	 our	 language	 is	 mostly	 metaphorical,	 which	 means	 that	 as	 human	
beings	we	understand	less	accessible	concepts	in	terms	of	those	more	accessible	
ones.	 Thus,	 when	 people	 talk	 about	 God	 they	 not	 only	 use	 their	 typical	
conceptual	framework,	but	also	they	have	to	resort	to	employing	metaphors	and	












dichotomies	 between	 the	 mind	 and	 the	 body	 and	 the	 reason	 and	 emotions	
showing	a	much	more	holistic	and	unified	view	of	human	beings.	It	also	allows	us	
to	 appreciate	more	 the	 fact	 of	 the	 Incarnation	when	God	became	 a	 human	 in	
order	to	reveal	himself	using	human	terms.	Moreover,	the	idea	of	embodiment	
plays	an	important	role	in	analysing	biblical	metaphors	and	images	and	it	has	its	
serious	 implications	 for	 understanding	 ways	 our	 listeners	 conceptualise	 ideas	
and	develop	their	values.		
Considering	 the	 fact	 that	Cognitive	 Linguistics	 integrates	what	we	know	
about	 human	 perception,	 language,	 mind,	 and	 communication	 with	 other	
scientific	disciplines	showing	that	its	principles	are	in	agreement	with	findings	in	
other	areas	of	knowledge,	it	provides	a	very	comprehensive	theoretical	approach	
to	 studying	 biblical	 metaphors	 and	 images.	 It	 changes	 our	 perception	 of	
metaphors	and	their	meaning	because	it	stresses	that	they	are	not	only	linguistic	










balanced	 view	 on	 relationships	 between	 the	 implied	 author,	 the	 text,	 and	 the	
implied	and	contemporary	readers	guarding	against	stressing	the	importance	of	
one	 over	 the	 others.	 It	 argues	 for	 a	 holistic	 understanding	 of	 all	 these	 three	
elements	as	parts	of	one	process	of	communication	when	the	encounter	of	the	
minds	takes	place.	Thus,	while	discussing	the	application	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	
to	 hermeneutics,	 I	 concluded	 my	 section	 devoted	 to	 hermeneutics	 with	
presenting	 a	 summary	 of	 a	 cognitive	 methodology	 of	 interpreting	 biblical	
metaphors	and	images.		
Cognitive	 Linguistics	 can	 also	 be	 transformative	 when	 utilized	 in	
preaching	 since	 it	 gives	 the	 preachers	 deeper	 insights	 into	 ways	 people	
communicate	 and	 develop	 their	 ethical	 reasoning.	 It	 argues	 that	 our	 ethical	
decision-making	is	not	based	on	rules,	but	on	mental	models	called	prototypes.	
This	 notion	 of	 prototypes	 is	 useful	 for	 the	 preachers	 in	 their	 attempts	 to	
understand	 their	 audience	 and	 it	 changes	 their	 approach	 to	 developing	
application	 that	 can	 be	 prototype-based.	 In	 this	 section,	 I	 have	 adopted	 and	
expanded	Johnson’s	discussion	on	elements	of	ethical	reasoning	in	order	to	show	
how	 understanding	 of	 an	 interrelationship	 between	 prototypes,	 frames,	
metaphors,	and	narratives	can	be	employed	to	identify	and	change	prototypes	of	
the	listeners.		
Additionally,	 while	 discussing	 application	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 to	
homiletics,	 I	 proposed	 a	 number	 of	 strategies	 of	 communicating	 biblical	
metaphors	 in	preaching.	These	strategies	are	based	on	adopted	and	appended	
cognitive	 methods	 of	 reworking	 conventional	 metaphors.	 I	 also	 developed	 a	
methodology	 of	 creating	 new	 metaphors	 and	 images	 in	 order	 to	 convey	 the	






However,	 while	 reflecting	 on	 usefulness	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 in	
preaching,	 I	 realized	 that	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 answer	 a	 question	 if	 Cognitive	
Linguistics	 is	more	 valuable	 in	 preaching	 as	 an	 analytical	 or	 a	 creative	 tool.	 In	
other	 words,	 to	 what	 extent	 does	 it	 offer	 a	 preacher	 actual	 tools	 for	 use	 in	












it	 is	 possible	 to	 engage	 in	 cognitive	 processes	 and	 communicate	 without	 any	
knowledge	 of	 Cognitive	 Linguistics.	 For	 instance,	 people	 talk	 about	 a	 difficult	
lecture	 as	 being	 hard	 to	 swallow	 without	 knowing	 a	 metaphor	 IDEAS	 ARE	 FOOD.	
However,	knowledge	of	Cognitive	Linguistics	enables	us	to	communicate	and	use	
such	metaphors	with	greater	intentionality.			
A	 vast	 body	of	 literature	devoted	 to	Cognitive	 Linguistics	 has	 shown	 its	
usefulness	 as	 an	 analytical	 tool	 to	 study	 language.	 In	 my	 thesis	 I	 have	
demonstrated	 with	 numerous	 examples	 that	 this	 approach	 is	 helpful	 studying	
biblical	texts	as	well.	While	writing	my	last	chapter	on	homiletics	 I	also	realized	









the	 sermon,	 how	 they	 were	 developed,	 and	 how	 the	 preachers	 express	 their	
ideas	 employing	 prototypes,	 image	 schema,	 conceptual	 blendings,	 and	 other	
elements	of	cognitive	theory.		
However,	 while	 believing	 that	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 is	 a	 helpful	 tool	 for	
sermon	 analysis,	 I	 am	 also	 convinced	 that	 it	 is	 an	 effective	 creative	 tool	 that	
enhances	our	 intuition	and	other	more	 intuitive	 approaches.	Being	 aware	how	
human	thinking	and	perception	take	place	allows	shaping	our	sermons	 in	ways	
that	 make	 communication	 clearer	 and	 more	 natural.	 Understanding	 image	
schema,	 theory	 of	 conceptual	 metaphors,	 ways	 of	 reworking	 the	 existing	









Not	 only	 does	 it	 show	 how	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 confirms	 and	 agrees	 with	
numerous	assumptions	of	Christian	theology,	hermeneutics,	and	homiletics,	but	
also	how	it	can	be	utilized	to	enhance	our	understanding	of	theology	and	enrich	
our	 hermeneutical	 and	 homiletical	 methodology.	 Hence,	 hermeneutics	 and	
homiletics	 without	 Cognitive	 Linguistics	 are	 deprived	 of	 useful	 tools	 for	
interpretation,	understanding	the	listeners,	and	communication	in	ways	that	can	
address	 the	whole	 of	 a	 human	 person	 speaking	 to	 listeners’	 embodied	minds,	
emotions,	and	imagination.	
As	 I	 said	before,	 this	 thesis	opens	possibilities	 for	 future	 research.	Even	
though	there	is	a	growing	body	of	literature	on	employing	Cognitive	Linguistics	in	







further	 research	 on	 category	 operations,	 on	 schemas,	 domains,	 frames,	 and	
blends	in	biblical	texts.	One	of	the	essential	issues	extending	beyond	the	scope	of	
this	 research	 is	 a	 question	 of	 role	 and	 authority	 of	 extra	 biblical	 sources	
regarding	 cultural	 and	 historical	 context	 in	 preachers’	 attempts	 to	 understand	
the	conceptual	framework	of	the	original	audience.		
As	far	as	preaching	is	concerned,	it	is	essential	to	continue	a	study	on	the	
application	 of	 prototypes	 to	 preaching.	 In	 my	 thesis	 I	 have	 argued	 that	
identifying	prototypes	plays	a	vital	role	in	understanding	our	listeners.	However,	
it	 is	 crucial	 to	define	more	ways	preachers	 can	accomplish	 this	 task.	 The	 same	
applies	to	the	notion	of	a	prototype-based	application.	I	have	just	opened	a	door	
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